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PREFACE 

T HE idea behind the modern movement in the 
arts is a return to the architectural or classical 
idea. It is fundamentally a reaction not only 
against the various degenerate forms of nineteenth- 
century art but also against the romantic movement of 
the nineteenth century in its purest and most original 
forms. It is thus, I submit, in line with the general 
orientation of contemporary thought. Romantic art 
assumes that the artist is more important than art, and 
that the artist’s emotional personality should dominate 
his work. Classical art assumes that art is greater 
than the artist, and that the artist is merely a link 
between the spectator and some universal order, which 
man, as such, is always seeking to discover. 

The striking difference between the technique of 
modem artists and that of most nineteenth-century 
painters is due partly to this new orientation in general 
aim, partly to a reaction against the camera’s degrading 
influence on nineteenth-century technique, and partly 
to the realization that for good or evil the camera and 
the cinema have surpassed the artist in power to 
record the mechanical vision of his eyes . 1 

I have divided my inquiry into four parts. In 
Part I, I have tried to indicate what appear to me to 
be the main types of artistic production in Western 
Europe since service of the Christian religion ceased 
to be the raison d’itre of a work of art’s existence and 
the sole criterion of its value ; and to indicate by that 
classification the general character of the art of the 
modern movement. 

In holding, as I do, that there is such a thing as 
religious art distinct from other forms of art, I recog- 
nize that I run counter to the fashionable aesthetic 
doctrines of the moment. But, as the reader will 
discover from my book, I hold that the true character 
of a work of art is determined at bottom by the artist’s 

1 Cf. ‘ Human perception ’, Part II. 



attitude and motives, and when that attitude and 
motive are religious the art produced seems to me to 
have for that reason a character of its own. I am 
yet to be convinced by aesthetic critics who tell me 
that the savage carving an image to scare the devil 
or bring down rain is engaged in the same kind of 
activity as the sculptor who looks at a woman who 
attracts him and makes a statement of her form’s 
attractiveness ; I cannot bring myself to believe that 
the Buddhist sculptor who raises the palm of Buddha’s 
hand because the upraised palm is an emotive 
religious gesture was doing the same thing as the 
sculptor who raises the palm because the formal 
relations of a raised palm accord better architecturally 
with the rest of the figure ; or that Fra Angelico 
painting a pink blue and gold Paradise on his knees 
was doing the same thing as the young lady who paints 
a pink blue and gold picture because she thinks pink 
blue and gold are pretty colours and because she 
wants to paint pictures that look rather like the Italian 
paintings of the early Renaissance ; or that the artist 
who painted the Louvre * Pieta ’ from Villeneuve-les- 
Avignons, and Mathias Grunewald who painted the 
‘ Christ Mocked ’ in Munich, were doing the same 
thing as a modern architectural artist painting auber- 
gines and onions on a plate. 

In my inquiry I make no attempt to discuss religious 
art. I am not called upon to do so because the modern 
movement has never been attacked on the ground that 
it is not religious in character. Such references as 
occur in the text to certain procedures of religious 
artists have been inserted solely because I believed 
that at those special points a comparison with those 
procedures might help to make my meaning clear. 

In Part II, I have described the degeneration of 
nineteenth-century art in France and England as 
manifested in confusion of ideas and in degenerate 


technique. This part, which contains an attempt to 
analyse the influence of the camera on nineteenth- 
century pictorial technique, makes no pretence to be 
a history of nineteenth-century art. It is merely a 
bird’s-eye view of the century’s production seen from 
the angle of the pioneer artists of the modern move- 
ment, who decided that both nineteenth-century ideas 
of art and nineteenth-century technique must be 
thrown into the dustbin, and that a new art must be 
created on the basis of the old idea that Architecture 
is the Mother of the Arts. 

In Part III, I have described some of the technical 
experiments made by the artists of the modern move- 
ment ; and I have endeavoured to explain them. 

In Part IV, I have submitted a theory of the relative 
values of the forms of non-religious art which I have 
classified in Part I. In so doing I am quite aware I 
have been guilty of extreme temerity ; and I do not 
for one moment imagine that what I have set down is 
the whole truth or that all the details of the slim 
structure I have erected will withstand all the criti- 
cism of serious students ; but I have been impelled 
to erect that structure because I feel strongly that 
some structure on the basis on which it rests can and 
should be reared ; and because, as far as my knowledge 
goes, no attempt to raise a structure on that particular 
basis has recently been made. 

The basis of the theory of comparative values which 
I have submitted consists of certain convictions of my 
own. My first conviction is that, in the case of an 
original work of art, no reaction on the part of the 
spectator can constitute a criterion of the work’s 
value, because a work of this character is the secret 
communication by the artist, to himself of an enlarge- 
ment of his own experience ; so that the artist alone 
can be the perfect judge of the extent to which his 
work is or is not the perfect fulfilment of his purpose. 
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My second conviction is that, when an original work 
of art has been honestly and competently passed by 
the artist as right, it has for that reason an intrinsic 
value which can never be altered by any reactions on 
the part of other spectators. My third conviction is 
that the value acquired by original works of art from 
the appreciation given to them by spectators (other 
than the artist) is another kind of value which must 
be distinguished from the work’s intrinsic value. My 
fourth conviction is that an essential difference between 
the value of original works of art and the value of 
popular 1 works of various kinds is that in the case of 
popular works the spectator’s appreciation can be the 
true criterion of value when those works have been 
produced in order to excite that appreciation ; whereas 
in the case of original works of art, as I have said, 
the spectator’s appreciation cannot constitute a true 
criterion of the work’s intrinsic value because the 
question of the work’s effect on spectators other than 
the artist has not preoccupied the artist at any stage 
of his procedure. 

The theory of values which I have constructed is 
thus based on my general conviction that the true 
criticism of an original work of art must consist in an 
examination of the attitude, motives and procedure of 
the artist who made it and not in an examination of the 
emotional or other reactions aroused by the work in 
spectators other than the artist. This is the case 
which I have argued in Part IV of this inquiry. 

The enemies of the modem movement and also 
many of its friends have written about it solely by 
describing their own reactions towards its productions. 
Mr. Clive Bell 2 for example has stated categorically 
that we have no right to consider anything a work of 

( 1 The exact sense in which I use the words ‘ original ’ and 
‘ popular ’ is defined in the text. 

2 Clive Bell : Art. 
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art to which we do not react emotionally. I have 
undertaken this inquiry largely because I am certain 
(a) that this approach in the case of original art of any 
kind is fundamentally wrong and (b) that it is particu- 
larly misleading and unhelpful in approaching the 
works produced by the modem movement which are 
not romantic but architectural and original in kind. 

In thus running counter to the attitude of con- 
temporary aesthetic critics I am, however, supported 
by a firm belief that the basis of the theory of values 
I have submitted has always been taken for granted 
by original artists themselves. All original artists, I 
am certain, have always worked without reference to 
their work’s effect on spectators other than themselves ; 
and they have always assumed that their work has in- 
trinsic value when they themselves have honestly and 
competently passed it as exactly the thing which they had 
set out to do. No original artist could go on working 
but for this assumption, since, as we all know, the 
reception first afforded to original works of art by 
other spectators is generally in the nature of apathy, 
derision or abuse. The basis of the aesthetic critic’s 
attitude on the point of values is a belief that he can 
react to works of art when he sees them and that his 
own reaction is the criterion of value of the work of 
art ; or in other words that the artist does not know 
the value of his own work and that it is valueless till 
the aesthetic critic has approved it by some ‘ aesthetic 
ecstasy ’ or ‘ thrill ’. My own attitude on the point 
of values is based on the view that the original artist 
is right in assuming that his work, when honestly and 
competently passed by himself, has intrinsic value 
which cannot be altered when the aesthetic critic or 
some other spectator arrives later on the scene and 
approves it, disapproves it or ignores it altogether. 
My attitude is based on the view that the anguish of the 
original artist who fails to enlarge his experience to 
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the point of symbolic concrete form is anguish resulting 
from a real failure ; and that the original artist’s joy 
when he has achieved his purpose is joy occasioned 
by a real success. 

Parts II and III are historical in character ; the 
technical comments I have made there are based to a 
large extent on personal experience. I have myself 
worked in the art schools which I censure ; I have 
myself made experiments in photographically natural- 
istic and in representational 1 techniques and have found 
the latter immeasurably more difficult than the former 
since they involve complex reinforcements to mechani- 
cal vision which are not required in photographically 
naturalistic painting . 1 2 

Parts I and IV, which go together, are obviously 
speculative ; they have been written with the greatest 
difficulty ; and it may be that in writing them I have 
bitten off more than I have been able successfully to 
chew, though I believe the attempt at chewing to have 
been worth the labour. 

It is widely assumed that all the arts and all the 
forms of each art are the result of the same kind of 
human activity ; or in other words there is one special 
kind of activity that produces works of art. The 
nature of that activity has never been finally or satis- 
factorily defined. 

I believe that each art and each form of each art is 
the result of a different activity on the part of the artist ; 
and that some of these activities are almost identical 
and others are widely different. 

Whether this view be right or wrong there can be 

1 The difference between naturalistic and representational art 
is discussed in Part I (/) and Part II ( b ). 

2 I have also made technical experiments in sculpture. That is 
to say I have modelled figures and groups in clay for bron2e. But 
the process of carving was obviously so much more difficult that I 
have never had the courage to attempt it. 
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no question that enormous confusion in our approach 
to works of art arises from our habit of assuming that 
the artist who did the work which we may chance to 
be contemplating to-day, set out to do the same thing 
as the artist whose work we chanced to contemplate 
yesterday — particularly when the artist whose work 
we contemplated yesterday was an artist working in 
another art. Our comprehension and appreciation 
of works of art cannot, I am certain, be increased or 
clarified by the prevailing habit of speaking of one art 
in terms of another and of assuming that what we 
hold to be excellent or worthless, essential or incidental, 
in one art, is necessarily excellent or worthless, essential 
or incidental, in another. 

In this inquiry I am concerned solely with plastic 
art, by which I mean architecture, sculpture, painting, 
pottery, and so forth ; and the greater part of my 
comments are concerned with painting. I have not 
made any comparisons between the activities of the 
plastic artist and the activities of the musician, the 
dramatist or the poet ; and I earnestly entreat the 
reader to abstain from such comparisons in his mind 
when reading this book ; but if, as is likely, the habit 
of such comparisons is so inveterate that he is unable 
to abstain from it, then I entreat him to keep separ- 
ate in his mind his experience of his own reactions 
towards works of plastic art, music, poetry, and the 
drama, from his experience of the activities of the 
men who produced those works. If his acquaintance 
with the activities involved in composing plastic art, 
music, poetry and the drama is sufficient to enable 
him to compare them with what I say about the 
activities of various kinds of plastic artists, then the 
comparisons may possibly be of some service ; but it 
is no reflection on the reader to suggest that there are 
few readers whose experience in creating works in all 
the arts is sufficient to make such comparisons of any 



use at ail. In other words I entreat the reader (a) 
not to mix up the activity that produces one art with 
the activity that produces another ; (b) not to mix up 
the effects upon himself of one art and of another ; 
and (c) not to mix up what he knows about any kind’ 
of artist’s activity with the effects upon himself of the 
work which that kind or any other kind of artist has 
produced. 

The distinction which I have just asked the reader 
to draw in his mind is of course the distinction between 
liking or disliking works of art and the power to under- 
stand and criticize them. The critic whose method 
consists in describing the character of his own pleasure 
or displeasure when confronted with particular works 
of art is describing not those works but certain aspects 
of his own psychological constitution. The only critic 
who can tell us anything about a work of art is the 
man who has discovered the attitude, motives and 
procedure of the artist ; and that discovery I hold to 
be the function of artistic criticism. 

I acknowledge with thanks the courtesy of the artists 
whose pictures are reproduced in this book ; also the 
courtesy of Mr. Samuel Courtauld, Mr. Lewis Hoare 
and others who have supplied me with photographs 
of works m their collections ; and the courtesy of the 
directors of the French Galleries who have supplied 
photographs of paintings by Cezanne and Picasso 
exhibited m their galleries ; and the courtesy of the 
editor of Artwork who has lent me a number of 
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CHARACTER OF THE MOVEMENT 

{a) Religious and non-religious art 

T HE phrase * the modem movement in art ’ is a 
term of convenience used by art critics for the 
outstanding developments in Western European 
art that have taken place in recent times. In this in- 
quiry I am concerned with the developments in painting 
and sculpture. I am not concerned with the develop- 
ments in music or poetry, and I shall avoid comparisons 
between those arts and the plastic arts because such 
comparisons seem to me to be more often confusing 
than helpful. 

To fix an exact date for the beginning of the modern 
movement in painting and sculpture is impossible be- 
cause the phrase refers not only to actual works pro- 
duced, but also to an idea of art which lies behind 
them. As a working date, however, 1884, the year 
of the foundation of the Salon des Independants in 
Paris, may be taken, I think, as the beginning of the 
modern reaction against the Romantic idea of art ; 
and we can say therefore that the modern movement 
has now been in progress for more than forty years, 
though scarcely any contribution 1 was made to it by 
English artists till after 1910. 

The movement is based on an idea of art consciously 
held by the artists. As such, I submit at the outset, 
it is in line with the main body of Western European 
art since the middle of the Italian Renaissance, but 
different in character from religious art of all times 
and places. 

This submission calls perhaps for some explanation, 
because contemporary critics have told us so often 
that Art is Art, One and Indivisible, that we have 
almost begun to believe it. Modern critics tell us 
that from the most various forms of art they experi- 

1 Except by Whistler, cf. 1 Reconstruction in France and Eng- 
land Part II. 
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ence the same kind of aesthetic thrill, and they ask us 
accordingly to credit the various works with a com- 
mon denominator consisting in the power to give them 
tha t thrill. The lamentable confusion in art values 
which prevails to-day is largely the result of such 
critics’ activities. For when a man says ‘ This picture 
gives me a thrill and that does not he is not talking 
about the pictures, he is merely talking about himself. 
When he has confessed to the thrill in fifty different 
cases we begin to know something about him. But 
we have not yet begun to know anything about the 
pictures. When fifty such critics have told us about 
their thrills before two hundred and fifty pictures, we 
know quite a lot about the receptivity of contemporary 
critics. But the pictures still remain unjudged and 
unexplained. 

In my view such critics approach the study of works 
of art from the wrong angle . 1 In this inquiry there- 
fore I shall adopt a different approach. I shall not 
set down how the works produced by the artists of 
the modem movement affect my personal receptivity, 
but I shall try to discover the character and value of 
the works themselves as compared and contrasted 
with other kinds of plastic art. 

Now I submit, as a first postulate, that art produced 
in the service of some religion is in a class by itself. 
The world holds countless temples with countless 
works of sculpture and painting contributing to the 
temples’ purposes, countless magic images credited in 
some time or place with the major powers of produc- 
ing benefits or evils or with the minor power of 
intercession between believers and a god possessed of 
major powers of help and harm ; it holds also countless 
carvings and pictures depicting happenings which, 
from the standpoint of some religion, were known to 
be dear to the minds of men or were held desirable for 

1 Cf. ‘ Criterions of value Part IV. 
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men to know. _ In the case of artists working in the 
service of a religion there was never any question of 
what they were doing or why they were doing it. 
Whether the business in hand was carving a magic 
image, or a statue of Buddha, or painting scenes from 
the life of St. Francis, or the story of the Creation, the 
artist, before he began his work, was provided with a 
justification for its existence and a criterion of its 
value. 

Works produced in this spirit constitute the great 
majority of works of art in the world. But in Western 
Europe since the middle of the Italian Renaissance 
a very large number of works of art have been 
produced which have not been called forth by the 
service of a religion. In the case of such works the 
artists have not had a religious justification for the 
existence of their labour or a religious criterion of its 
value. 

In the nineteenth century which was dominated by 
individualist and romantic ideas the disappearance in 
the Renaissance of the idea of religious service as the 
fundamental raison (Pitre for art was looked on by 
most art critics as an event of great benefit to the 
European artist. It was assumed that it had greatly 
increased the range of his outlook and provided him 
with an enviably unfettered mind. That assumption 
I believe to be wrong. I believe that the change meant 
no increase of freedom ; that no sooner had the artist 
shaken off the chains that bound him to the service 
of religion than he felt the need of other chains to 
provide security and peace of mind ; that, when the 
justification of his work and the criterion of its value 
were no longer provided by the idea of service to 
religion, he felt bound to seek a justification and a 
criterion in some idea of service to something else. 
I am convinced that all the most intelligent artists of 
Western Europe in recent centuries have been tor- 
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merited by this search for a justification of their 
work and a criterion of its value ; and that almost all 
such artists have attempted to solve the problem by 
some consciously-held idea of art ; or in other words 
that in place of art justified by service to a religion 
they have sought to evolve an art justified by service 
to an idea of art itself. 

My first point then is that the artists of the modern 
movement in basing their art on service to a con- 
sciously-held idea of art are ipso facto different from 
the religious artists of the East and West of all periods, 
but strictly in line with all the Western European 
artists of the last five hundred years who have based 
their work on any type of consciously-held ideas of 
art ; and that the modern movement is simply the 
latest attempt to solve the fundamental problem of 
all intelligent Western European artists since the High 
Renaissance, the problem, that is, of finding a justifi- 
cation for artistic work and a criterion of its value other 
than the justification and criterion afforded by the 
service of some religion . 1 

(b) The single strand 

Though the number of non-religious works of art 
in the world is much smaller than the number of 
religious works, a great number of non-religious works 
have been produced in Western Europe in the last five 
hundred years and practically all the art produced in 
these regions in our own day is of a non-religious 

1 Our aesthetic critics frequently instance El Greco as a forerunner 
of the modern movement. As I see it El Greco’s magnificent 
work was essentially religious. The work of artists like Fra Angelico 
or Sassetta expressed peaceful service to a religion. El Greco’s 
work expressed hysterical service of the same kind. El Greco dis- 
torted his figures in a passionate desire to make them appear more 
saintly and divine. Such an attitude of mind is entirely different 
EfF 1 an artist distorting in the service of some idea of art. 

(Cf. c Architectural distortion’, Part III. Note, p. ico.) 
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character. Non-religious art for these reasons bulks 
large in our impressions of the history of art, and has 
peculiar interest to the modern mind. 

Mediaeval art in Western Europe was a complex 
cord composed of many strands. Justified funda- 
mentally in the artist’s mind by the idea of service to 
religion it embraced a number of activities within 
itself. As Emile Male has pointed out , 1 the art of 
the early Gothic cathedrals, which represented the 
culmination of mediaeval art in Western Europe, was 
the mirror not only of the religious, but also the mirror 
of the scientific and the moral concepts of the mediaeval 
Christian world, of that world’s experience of past and 
contemporary history, and of its perception of archi- 
tectural form. 

One by one, since those cathedrals were built, these 
constituents have been separated and made distinct 
in Western European thought. The religious funda- 
ment was the first constituent to be withdrawn. 
Religion first began to be thought of as a thing distinct 
from art ; and the service of religion became an 
activity of a separate kind. Science, morals, social 
history, as time passed, followed the path taken by 
religion. To-day each is in a separate compartment 
withdrawn from art. Specialists who make their 
living by specialization have attained to a detailed and 
elaborate experience in each and all these fields that 
is quite outside the artist’s range. We do not look 
to the artist to-day for our science, our ethics, or our 
history any more than for our religion. To-day more- 
over we have the camera, the cinematograph and 
camera-sculpture developed by specialists into instru- 
ments of such recording skill that we have learned to 
look to them for records of our mechanical vision. 

Artists at various times have tried desperately to 
build an art based solely on service to a romantic idea 

1 Emile Male : L’Art religieux du XIlI e sucle en France. 
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of which the roots can also be discerned in the Gothic 
cathedrals. The latest and most valiant of these 
efforts was made in the nineteenth century. The 
modern movement came into being because leading 
artists felt that that attempt had failed. The idea 
behind it, they felt, was inadequate as a substitute for 
the idea of service to a religion ; and they set out to 
find a justification of their work and a criterion of its 
value in a different idea of art. 

(c) Architecture as typical art 

What then is this idea of art which the artists of the 
modern movement consciously serve ? Stated briefly it 
is the idea of architecture as typical art . What does this 
mean ? What is architecture ? Why do we call it art ? 

The architect may be said to be at one and the same 
time a builder and an artist. In his capacity as builder 
he works theoretically in stone, brick, iron, steel and 
so forth ; as builder he is concerned with the functional 
aspect of his work, with its practical purpose. But in 
addition to this theoretical work as builder, which is 
scientific, the architect has another function the 
exercise of which produces results so different from 
the results of the mere builder who is not an architect 
that men have invented the word * architecture ’ to 
differentiate the one kind of building from the other 
and the word ‘ art ’ to describe the character of the 
architect’s work. 

What exactly do we mean by the word ‘ art ’ when 
we use it to connote the difference between a building 
that is architecture and a building that is not, — when 
we say that a work of architecture is a work of art and 
a building is just a building and nothing more ? 

, ai J sw er to the question, difficult in itself, has 
been made more so by the reckless use of the word 
beauty as an equally mysterious substitute for the 
mysterious word ‘ art \ To be told, as we frequently 
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are, that the difference between architecture and 
building is that the work of architecture possesses 
* beauty 5 while the mere building does not, is to be 
told nothing more than that the work of architecture 
is ‘ art ’ and the mere building is not. For the words 
‘ beauty ’ and ‘ beautiful ’ have been and are used in 
as many senses as there are human beings on this 
earth ; objectively they have now no recognized sense 
at all ; and very little is gained if we substitute for 
‘ art ’ or ‘ beauty ’ the fashionable term of the present 
moment, i.e. ‘ significant form ’, because that term is 
almost as elastic as the others. 

But this much we may say, I think, without wandering 
into complicated metaphysic and aesthetic. We may 
say that the words ‘ proportion ‘ balance ’, ‘ line ’, 

‘ colour ’, ‘ recession ’ and so on stand for indefinite, 
unorganized, and incomplete formal experience in 
man’s mind which it is his nature to desire to make 
definite, organized, and complete ; that the architect 
as artist makes definite organized complete structures 
symbolizing and epitomizing special instances of his 
formal experience ; and that it is the creation of such 
symbols and epitomes which is the typical function of 
the architect, as artist, as opposed to his concomitant 
utilitarian function as builder. 

We may say in other words that the architect’s 
business as artist is to contribute to the definition, 
organization, and completion of his formal experience 
by creating a concrete object symbolizing his actual 
or imagined perception 1 of certain lines, balances, 
recessions and so forth ; that if he can do this he is 
what we call an artist, and that if he cannot he is just 
a builder and nothing more. 

The architect experiences, synthetizes and creates ; 
he experiences proportion, balance, line, recession 
and so on, he co-ordinates and organizes his experience, 

1 Cf. ‘ The artist’s perception Part II. 
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and he gives it definite form in a building. He does 
not look at an isolated fragment and make an isolated 
imitation of its appearance at some particular point of 
time and space. He is concerned from first to last 
with problems of formal relations. 

The idea of art on which the modern movement is 
based is the idea that this typical function of the archi- 
tect as artist is the typical function of the sculptor and 
painter as well. 

This idea of art is not of course new or revolutionary. 
It is in no sense a break with tradition. It is simply 
the idea which lies behind all the so-called classical 
art of the last five centuries. It is the idea of art which 
was served for example by artists like Raphael in 
‘ The School of Athens ’ and by Claude and Poussin 
in many of their works. It is the idea contained in 
the cliche ‘Architecture is the Mother of the Arts ’. 
It is in fact an idea so well known that we have lost 
the habit of considering what it means. 

The first points which I submit then are these : 

(1) that the artists of the modern movement who 
have based their art not on service to a religion but 
on service to an idea of art are in line with all the other 
European artists since the High Renaissance who have 
done the same thing ; 

(2) that the particular idea chosen, the idea of 
architecture as typical art, is an idea which has been 
served before by many classical Western European 
artists since the High Renaissance. 

(d) Conflicting ideas 

Most of the abuse showered on the modern move- 
ment consists of complaints that the works it has 
produced are (a) neither romantic 1 nor descriptive in 

1 The exact sense in which I use the words 4 romantic \ 4 des- 
criptive *, 4 original 4 popular and 4 derivative * in this inquiry 
is defined in the sections which follow. 



f - -i«A. 


f ^ ’ * 

j Atife u- 


, • %. ^ ■ 

> ■ lm< : 


- - ■;• 


Plate i. Raphael: 4 The School of Athens \ ( Vatican ) 



kind ; ( b ) that they are original and not popular in 
kind ; (c) that they are not naturalistic in technique ; 
and people who base their estimates of works of art 
purely on the effects of those works upon themselves, 
and who make no effort to discover the ideas by which 
the artists were actuated, complain with vehemence 
that the works produced by the modern movement 
are ‘abnormal’. 

These complaints are made not only by people who 
approach the movement in the spirit of old gentlemen 
who once drove horses and now shake their umbrellas 
at every passing car, but also by people who recognize 
that the modern movement is the outstanding artistic 
development of the last forty years but are neverthe- 
less completely unable to understand or enjoy its 
productions. 

If the productions of the movement are approached 
from another angle, if instead of saying, ‘ This be- 
wilders me ’ the student would say ‘ What did the 
artist set out to do ? ’ modern art would not appear 
abnormal in any way. Because what the spectator 
means when he calls modem pictures and sculpture 
‘ abnormal ’ is really that they strike him as abnormal. 
He means that and nothing more. 

Modem works of art strike many people as abnormal 
simply because they are unlike the painting and 
sculpture produced in Western Europe in the nine- 
teenth century. The average spectator thinks modem 
art abnormal because it is unlike the art with which 
he happens to be most familiar, and which for that 
reason he regards as normal. 

The nineteenth century produced original _ and 
popular art of the romantic and descriptive kinds. 
Apart from the painting by Puvis de Chavannes, it pro- 
duced scarcely any original classical art. Ingres was a 
romantic 1 who attempted a compromise between the 

1 Cf. ‘ The Daguerreotype and Ingres Part II. 


two ideals. Stevens was an imitator of Michelangelo. 
Gerome, Leighton and Poynter were decadent deriva- 
tive artists who produced nothing but travesties of 
the classical ideal. The modern movement, based on 
the severely classical idea of architecture as the mother 
of the arts, was bound at first to appear abnormal to 
those who expected works of art to affect them in the 
ways that original or degenerate nineteenth-century 
romantic and descriptive art affected them. The 
movement was bound to seem to such people as much 
a break with tradition as the romantic art of Delacroix 
seemed a break to those accustomed to the effects on 
themselves of original or degenerate works executed 
in the French classical tradition of which Poussin was 
the outstanding master. 

Those who in the eighteen-thirties thought their 
own reactions to the ‘ Massacre of Scio ’ more interest- 
ing than the picture itself were never able to appreciate 
or understand it. Those, on the other hand, who left 
on one side the picture’s effects on themselves and 
took the trouble to inquire into the idea of art behind 
it, were not slow to see that the character of Delacroix’s 
picture, in relation to that idea of art, was not abnormal 
but inevitable. It was possible to understand Dela- 
croix’s creed and believe it a heresy. It was not 
possible to understand it and to regard the ‘ Massacre 
of Scio ’ as abnormal or the work of a man anxious to 
defy the spectator or to pull his leg. In the same way 
it is possible to maintain that the idea of architecture 
as the mother of the arts is a misconception of the 
artist’s function and that the artists of the modern 
movement are for that reason in a cul-de-sac, just as 
all classical artists have been before them. But it is 
not possible to recognize the classical architectural 
basis of the movement and continue to call its pro- 
ductions abnormal or the work of men actuated only 
by a desire to advertise themselves or annoy the public. 


The romantic heresy 

The genuine romantic art of Delacroix was partly 
a reaction against the degenerate forms of classical 
art which abounded at the turn of the eighteenth to 
the nineteenth century ; it was partly, that is, a protest 
against the travesties of the art of Raphael, Claude 
and Poussin produced by degenerate pseudo-classical 
artists. It was also partly a protest against the classical 
architectural idea of art in its purest and most funda- 
mental form. 

In the same way the genuine classical art of the 
modern movement is partly a protest against the 
degenerate romantic and pseudo-romantic art which 
prevailed at the end of the nineteenth century. But 
it is also partly a reaction against the genuine romantic 
idea of art as such. To the artists of the modern 
movement the romantic creed even at its purest is a 
heresy. It seems a departure from the strictly classical 
tradition to which they themselves have now returned. 
For this reason they deliberately leave out of their 
works all the features which admirers of romantic art 
are accustomed to regard as commendable, just as the 
nineteenth-century romantics deliberately left out all 
the features which the admirers of classical painting 
were accustomed to regard as indispensable to art. 

To appreciate the conflict between the classical 
artists of the modern movement and spectators who 
regard their works as abnormal because they strike 
them as different from both the original and the 
degenerate romantic and descriptive works of the 
nineteenth century, it is necessary to realize exactly 
how those various types of work are assessed by the 
modern artists and why they have felt the need to 
react from and protest against them. 

(e) The romantic heresy 

The idea of art served by the artists of the romantic 
movement a hundred years ago was the idea that the 
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The romantic heresy 

artist’s function was to discover and record unusually 
emotive fragments. For the creation of a formal 
harmony and unity symbolizing the harmony and 
unity of the universe, which is and always has been the 
classical architectural idea of art, the romantic artist 
substituted the search for some emotive fragment 
hitherto regarded as without emotive power. The 
fragments chosen by the romantics were chosen not 
for their formal or generic but for their emotive 
significance ; they were the fragments which had 
affected the artist’s emotions. Whether, judged by 
standards of Greek or Graeco-Roman sculpture or 
Renaissance painting, the fragment was beautiful or 
ugly did not affect the issue ; if the fragment aroused 
emotion in the artist it was ‘ beautiful ’ ; and its 
reproduction was worth while on that ground alone. 

The herald of the romantic movement in the plastic 
arts was Rembrandt. The French romantics of the 
early nineteenth century made the romantic elements 
in his art their point of departure. 

They made no attempt to achieve contact with the 
architecture of the universe ; all the attempts made 
by classical art to symbolize that architecture they 
decried as cold and dead ; they were entirely con- 
cerned with the emotive significance of individual 
fragments ; they believed moreover that the artist’s 
records of the fragments selected as emotive should 
be carried out by the artist in a condition of emotion ; 
a passionate painting of the ‘ meanest flower ’ meant 
more to them than Raphael’s ‘ School of Athens ’ or 
the Parthenon ; so did a passionate painting of a 
harlot in a brothel. 

To the artists of the modern movement this doctrine 
seems to have fundamental weaknesses. For the 
modern artists’ creed, like the creed of all classical 
architectural artists, postulates a concept in the artist’s 
mind of a formal order or architecture in the universe. 
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The romantic heresy 

That concept may derive from actual perception or 
purely imaginative perception. The extent to which 
that perception is emotional is held to vary with each 
artist and with each artist at different times. The 
classical architectural creed does not postulate an 
emotional reaction as the sole jumping-off point which 
can create a work of formal art. It admits that the 
perception may be emotional but it admits equally 
that it may not be emotional . 1 In regard to the 
subsequent stages the creed denies that a work of 
architectural art can be produced by what is ordinarily 
called emotional activity. The initial concept, it 
holds, may be intellectual or emotional or the result 
of intellect and emotion working together on some 
terms ; but the subsequent stages of the production 
of a work of art it regards as the result of a dominant 
intellectual activity in the course of which the artist’s 
emotion is of the kind experienced by other intellectual 
workers in the execution of their work. 

Now the true romantic artist does not desire intel- 
lectual perception of formal order but emotional per- 
ception of emotive fragments ; and in the subsequent 
stages the activity of his mind is directed by his feelings. 
The dangers of the romantic artist’s creed from the 
classical architectural standpoint are (a) that the artist 
may be led to regard his own emotional reactions to 
fragments as more important than the cause of them ; 
( b ) that he may be led thereby to imagine that plastic 
art is merely the expression of his feelings without 
examining those feelings and analysing their true 
character ; and (c) that from seeking the unusually 
emotive fragment he may be led to the mental con- 

1 Mr. Clive Bell, in my view, quite misrepresents it when he 
says that the artist’s business must be ‘ the translation into material 
form of something that the artist has felt in a spasm of esctasy \ 
Cf. ‘ The artist’s perception Part II, and ‘ Criterions of value 
Part IV. 
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The romantic heresy 

fusion of imagining that all fragments remote in time 
or space are unusual and so emotive. 

In point of fact, the nineteenth-century romantic 
movement in the plastic arts succumbed to just these 
dangers, as I shall presently attempt to show. It soon 
assumed a complacent subjective character. The 
romantic idea soon became the notion that art was the 
expression of the artist, which in practice too often 
meant the unfettered expression of the artist’s habitual 
moods, sensations and taste in female attractiveness. 
It soon became the notion that a work of art was essenti- 
ally a thing produced at white heat by an artist expres- 
sing his familiar emotional experience. Nineteenth- 
century romantic art in a word soon degenerated and 
became partly a series of Confession Albums written 
by men supremely satisfied with their own familiar 
sensations, and partly a series of venal appeals to the 
familiar sensations of other people. Also it soon 
degenerated when the artists from seeking and finding 
unusually emotive fragments in their habitual environ- 
ment began to imagine that any fragment was unusual 
and emotive if it happened to be remote in time or 
space . 1 Delacroix himself suffered from this con- 
fusion at the outset and imagined that Moors and 
Arab horses were unusual and therefore emotive frag- 
ments when really they were only fragments that 
happened to be unusual in Paris ; and of course all 
the globe-trotting romantic water- colourists who re- 
corded and still record fragments in all quarters of 
the globe are a prey to this same species of confusion. 

In this inquiry I shall examine successively the 
respective characters of original and popular romantic 
art, their technical forms in the nineteenth century 
and their respective values ; and I shall have a word 
to say also on the ideas behind the Wardour-street- 

1 Cf. ‘ Genius and the critic ’ in this part and ‘ Degeneration of 
ideas \ Part II. 


costume-pseudo-romantic pictures which were so con- 
spicuous in nineteenth-century art in France and 
England. For the moment my point is that the artists 
of the modern movement whose creed is the classical 
architectural creed regard the romantic creed as a 
dangerous heresy because in its purest forms, as well 
as in its degenerate forms, it conflicts with the notion 
that architecture is the mother of the arts ; and that 
the productions of the modern movement do not affect 
the spectator in the same way that romantic works of 
art affect him because they are not romantic works 
and are not intended to be such. 

What we have then is : 

(x) the art produced by the modern movement is 
not religious in kind ; it is art based on a consciously- 
held idea of art ; 

(2) that idea of art is the idea of architecture as 
typical art ; 

(3) that idea is opposed to the romantic idea of 
art not only in its degenerate but also in its purest 
forms. 

(/) Naturalism and representation (i) 

Many of the attacks on the art of the modern move- 
ment, as I have indicated, are really complaints that the 
works it has produced are not naturalistic in technique. 
But here again it must be recognized that these works 
are not intended to be such ; though they are in many 
cases representational — which is something entirely 
different. 

Experience has taught me that the layman finds it 
difficult to appreciate the fundamental difference 
between naturalistic and representational technique ; 
and also that he frequently forgets that naturalism 
and representation are not forms of art 1 but technical 

1 Cf. ‘ The value of technique ’, Part IV, 
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procedures which can be and are employed in many 
different forms of art. I shall attempt a very brief 
examination of the difference between the two tech- 
niques at this part of my inquiry (though Part I 
is devoted to an examination of different forms of 
art) because without it readers who are hot clear 
on the point may find some comments in this part 
obscure ; and I return to discussion of the subject in 
the section labelled ‘ Naturalism and Representation 
(ii) ’ in Part II. 

Nineteenth-century naturalistic painting was a 
technical procedure in which the artists set out to 
imitate as closely as possible the appearances of physical 
objects or concrete things at some particular point of 
time and space. Such a painter sat down — or stood 
up — before a physical object or concrete thing and 
copied in paint on canvas the appearance of that object 
or thing in some particular place and in some particular 
effect of light. He used his eye, that is, as far as is 
humanly possible, as a mechanical lens . 1 If the object 
moved or the light changed, like a camera he could 
not continue ; he was lost. If the object was stationary, 
till the light changed he could copy the shapes of the 
lights and shadows before him, and, if he did it accur- 
ately, lo ! a nose or a tree miraculously appeared. 

There is a notion, not confined to the ignorant, that 
all artists at all times have painted as naturalistically 
as they could ; that the artists of Egypt and ancient 
Greece, and the artists of mediseval Italy would have 
worked in the technique of a nineteenth-century 
naturalistic painter had they had the power ; that 
Botticelli would have made his nudes as ‘ life-like ’ 
as the nudes in the Paris Salon if he had been a more 
skilful practitioner ; and that the artists of the Far 
East would have made drawings like photographs had 
they not been mere ignorant orientals groping feebly 

1 Cf. ‘ Human perception ’, Part II. 
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in the dark. The Western world is full of people 
who regard the history of art as a species of progress 
from Egyptian art to Greek art, from Greek art to the 
art of the Italian Renaissance, from the Italian Renais- 
sance to Dutch genre and landscape painting in the 
seventeenth century, and from that plane again to the 
crowning glory of the nineteenth-century naturalistic 
Paris Salon nude or Royal Academy Lord Mayor or 
kitten. 

This perverted view of art 1 is due partly to the 
accident that a high proportion of all the naturalistic 
painting in the world was produced in the nineteenth 
century and partly to the accident that the invention 
of the camera greatly encouraged this technique and 
gave it two peculiar twists that I shall examine in 
Part II. 

At the end of the century, surrounded by thousands 
of pictures where this technique had been employed, 
the average spectator began to think of art as so 
typically photographically naturalistic in technique 
that he was forced to think vaguely of architecture 
and the various forms of classical architectural painting 
and sculpture as ‘ something else’; and the works 
produced by the modern movement have been widely 
misunderstood because the artists do not employ this 
particular technique which, in the forms given it by 
the camera, was only used by nineteenth-century 
painters, and which, in its normal form, was rarely 
used by any Old Masters except the Dutch genre 
painters of the seventeenth century . 2 

Another reason why many people at the end of the 
nineteenth century fell into the error of regarding 
photographically naturalistic technique as a form of 
art, and the most typical form, was that this technique 

1 Cf. also ‘ Past and present * in this part, Part II passim, and 
‘ The value, of technique ’, Part IV. 

2 Cf. ‘ Naturalism and representation (ii) ’, Part II. 
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in a form degraded by the camera was the technique 
taught habitually in art schools in the later years of 
the nineteenth century. 

In ‘ Naturalism and representation 5 in Part II, I 
shall examine the vicious systems of ‘ drawing by the 
shadows ’ and ‘ painting by the tone values ’ which 
were taught in these art schools. Here it is only 
necessary to point out that the art masters favoured 
this technique because it is nothing more nor less than 
a facile trick which any intelligent young man or 
woman can learn in two or three years. Thousands 
of young men and women in the last fifty years have 
been taught successfully to draw ‘ by the shadows ’ 
and paint ‘ by the tone values ’A After three months’ 
work in such a school any young man or woman who 
had decided to ‘ take up art ’ could take home a set 
of studies which people (making allowances for a 
certain lack of assurance) could and did recognize as 
like the naturalistically drawn and painted pictures in 
the exhibitions. Students who learned the trick 
quickly were said to have 1 talent for art ’. Those who 
were slow were said to have less talent. From the 
art-master’s point of view all that was necessary was 
to teach the trick sufficiently well in the first term to 
persuade the parents who were paying the fees that 
it was worth while paying further fees next term. In 
this they invariably succeeded. Hence the enormous 
increase in the number of ‘ artists ’ in the modern 
world ; hence also, to an extent, as I have said, the 
false notion that naturalistic technique is a form of art 
and the most typical form and that architecture and 

1 At the present day outside the modern movement the main 
mass of painters still use the degraded naturalistic nineteenth- 
century technique, and this trick is still taught in art schools. 
Many people to-day for these reasons still fall into the same 
errors in assessing it. Cf. ‘ Naturalism and representation (ii) ’, 
Part II, and Part II passim. 


architectural painting and sculpture which obviously 
do not employ it must be thought of vaguely as ‘ some- 
thing else \ 

Now what is the basis of the technical procedures 
of the vast majority of the artists of the past who have 
‘ represented * physical objects and concrete things 
and their relations without using the naturalistic 
technique ? 

Put briefly it is a technique achieved not by the 
mechanical operation of human vision but by the 
complex operation which we call human perception . 1 

In this inquiry I shall try later to indicate the main 
technical procedures of certain kinds of representa- 
tional artists. But it must be realized at the outset 
that all representational techniques (as opposed to 
the naturalistic trick) are deliberately symbolic in 
character. They range from the obviously symbolic 
representation of the architect to the less obviously 
symbolic representation of the original descriptive 
artist. Between these poles comes on the one hand 
the classical architectural technique of painters (men 
like Raphael in ‘ The School of Athens Claude, 
Poussin and the Cubists) who stand close to the archi- 
tects ; and on the other the romantic technique of 
the romantic artists who stand closer to the descrip- 
tive artists. All these techniques have this in 
common : They are all deliberately symbolic, they 
all involve deliberate reinforcements of the artist’s 
mechanical vision to perception by means of some 
combination of associated ideas, imagination, memor- 
ies, knowledge, sensations, moods, psychological atti- 
tudes, and so on and so forth . 2 No representational 
artist ever sets out to record his mechanical vision. 
Such artists always set out to symbolize their per- 

1 Cf. ‘ Human perception Part II. 

2 Cf. ‘ Human perception ’ and 1 The artist’s perception ’ in 
Part II. 


ception. Technically speaking, the representational 
artist’s work is a structure symbolizing a certain general 
perception, and the details in that work which represent 
physical objects and concrete things and their relations 
are symbols for the artist’s perception of such frag- 
ments and their mutual relations. 

It is the recognition of the symbolic character of all 
representational art that is the clue to its comprehension. 
Once it is recognized that Michelangelo when repre- 
senting the hair on his athletes by architecturally dis- 
posed curving lines was deliberately using a method 
of representation as symbolic as the Egyptians’ deliber- 
ately symbolic outline for an eye, or as Brancusi’s 
deliberately symbolic representation of a fish, there 
is no difficulty in recognizing that all three symbolic 
methods and a thousand others are one kind of technical 
activity and that naturalistic copying of passing effects 
of light and shade is another. 

It is the deliberately symbolic character of archi- 
tectural representation that gives it what is known as 
* style ’. All architectural art has style ; painting or 
sculpture which is naturalistic in technique is always 
devoid of ‘ style ’. 

Finally it must be noted at this stage that the 
difficulty encountered by so many people to-day in 
distinguishing naturalistic technique from representa- 
tional technique has been increased by the dissemina- 
tion of photographic reproductions of pictures. For 
such reproductions reduce the scale so much that the 
symbolic character of the representation — the style, 
that is to say — is lost. A photographic reproduction 
of Raphael’s ‘ School of Athens ’ the size of this page, 
for example, would demonstrate the architectural 
character of the composition ; it would demonstrate 
its character as an architectural construction as symbolic 
as the most symbolic composition by an artist of the 
modern movement ; but it would show nothing of 




Raphael’s symbolic representational style; an artist’s 
representational symbolism, which is determined by 
his perception as opposed to his mechanical vision, 
is not visible when a life-size figure in a painting is 
reduced to the size of a small finger-nail. Photo- 
graphic reproductions have rendered considerable 
services to students of the arts, but they have done 
much to blind us to the fundamental difference 
between naturalistic and representational technique. 

What we have then now is : 

(1) the art produced by the modern movement is 
in line with all Western European art since the Renais- 
sance that has been based on service to a consciously- 
held idea of art ; 

(2) the idea of art which it serves is the idea of 
architecture as typical art ; 

(3) that idea of art has been served in the past by 
countless classical artists ; 

(4) it is an idea opposed to the romantic idea of art ; 

(5) it is an idea opposed to nineteenth-century 
naturalistic technique ; 

(6) it is an idea which makes use of deliberately 
symbolic representational technique ; 

(7) deliberately symbolic representation, determined 
by the artist’s perception as opposed to his mechanical 
vision, is what is known as style in art ; 

(8) the use of deliberately symbolic representational 
technique is not an invention of the modem movement ; 
some form of it has been used by all representational 
artists in the past ; 

(9) the naturalistic trick has hardly ever been used 
in the past except by the Dutch painters of the seven- 
teenth century and by the nineteenth-century painters 
whose technique was further degraded by the influence 
of photographs. 1 

1 Cf. ‘ The camera’s influence Part II. 
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(g) Popular art 

Much abuse of the modern movement amounts to 
a complaint that the works it has produced are original 
and not popular. 

When I speak of popular art I do not mean work 
which happens to be admired by a number of people ; 
I mean art which is popular in kind. 

As a rule we use the word ‘ popular ’ in a quite 
unscientific sense. We speak of a work of art as 
‘ popular ’ when we mean that we know that a certain 
number of people like it. What number of admirers 
is necessary to bring the work into the ‘ popular ’ 
category we do not trouble to inquire ; nor do we 
stay to remember that the ‘ popularity ’ of a work in 
this sense may be largely the result of accident or 
circumstance. Of two painters painting precisely 
similar pictures the work of one with a gift for self- 
advertisement may be liked by thousands, while that 
of the other who happens to live quietly in the country 
and not exhibit may remain unknown. This is an 
instance of opportunity affecting * popularity ’ in the 
ordinary sense of the word. Every reader will be 
able to think of many others, and in so doing will 
realize, I think, that when we call a picture ‘ popular ’ 
in that unscientific sense we are not saying anything 
precise about the picture or describing its essential 
character, but merely saying that the picture, as a 
material object, has in fact had certain effects on a 
certain body of spectators ; and the reader will, I 
think, agree that the important thing to discover is 
not the effect of a picture, which may be the result 
of incidental and accidental factors, but the essential 
character of a picture that is likely to make it widely 
admired if opportunity or accident chance to make it 
widely known. 

Now popular art, in my sense, is art produced by a 
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man who works within his ozvn or other people's familiar 
experience. 

In some cases he does this because he is a man of 
low mental energy and is content to remain within 
his own familiar experience. But in most cases the 
popular artist deliberately remains within the experi- 
ence of other people in order to please them and attract 
their money. 

Popular artists in most cases do what they do, and 
do it in the way they do it, because they believe other 
people are likely to be pleased with it or pay them 
money for it or because they know that other people 
are doing the same thing or have done it before. They 
work within the familiar experience of some section 
of the contemporary public, within the familiar 
experience of actual or possible patrons, of art critics 
or of other artists living or dead ; and their work is 
generally either derivative, descriptive, or romantic in 
character. 

Derivative popular art is produced by men working 
within their own or what they believe to be the average 
‘ artistic ’ spectator’s familiar experience of art. 

Descriptive popular art is produced by men work- 
ing within their own or what they believe to be the 
average spectator’s familiar experience of everyday 
life. 

Romantic popular art is produced by men working 
within their own or what they believe to be other 
people’s familiar experience of emotive fragments. 

The vast majority of works of art produced in the 
nineteenth century were of one of these three kinds ; 
and the same is true of the vast majority of works 
produced to-day. I have said above that much of the 
abuse showered on the modern movement amounts 
to nothing but a complaint that the work it has pro- 
duced is not popular in kind. That complaint is 
quite beside the point because the art of the modern 
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movement is not intended to be popular in kind. It 
is essentially original, and originality is a character 
which is the exact antithesis of popularity in art. 

The antithesis between original art and popular art 
is so important for the appreciation of the art we are 
studying that I must now examine various forms of 
original art ; and then contrast them with various 
forms of popular art. 

(h) Original art 

In my last section I pointed out that we habitually 
speak of a work of art as popular when we mean in 
a vague way that we know the work to be liked by 
a number of people ; and I submitted that the term 
should more usefully be employed of works which 
are popular in kind, of works, that is, which are 
popular as a result of the attitude, motives and pro- 
cedure of the artist. I submitted in fact that the 
popularity of a work of art is an intrinsic and not a 
relative characteristic. 

In the same way we habitually speak of original 
works of art when we mean that we do not happen 
to have seen any pictures or sculpture of that kind 
before. The word ‘ original ’ in this sense is merely 
a more friendly substitute for the hostile spectator’s 
‘ abnormal ’. It is based on the same false approach 
to the problem. For it assumes that the character 
of an original work of art results from its effect upon 
ourselves. 

We are so familiar with the works of the old masters 
that the one term we never apply to any such works 
is the term ‘ original ’. Yet many of the old masters 
were essentially original in their attitude, motives and 
procedure. Ignoring this character of their work we 
often underestimate the work of the great original 
artists of the past and overestimate their imitators. 

We can never arrive at the originality or non- 
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originality of a work of art by using the word ‘ original ’ 
in the sense of unfamiliar to ourselves. In studying 
past or contemporary art we must regard originality 
like popularity as an intrinsic, not a relative, 
characteristic. 

I submit, accordingly, that the originality of a work 
of art consists in the attitude, motives and procedure 
of the man who made it ; that if the artist sets out to 
enlarge his experience by his work, and in fact does so, 
his work is original. 

Work which is original in this sense remains original 
for ever, though a million people may have learned 
to regard it as familiar. It remains equally an original 
work if it happens to lie buried in the desert. 

There are, I am confident, several kinds of original 
artists, each enlarging a different kind of experience 
in a different way. To speculate on the means whereby 
each type of artist effects the enlargement that con- 
stitutes the originality of his art is the task of the 
aesthetician and the psychologist and is outside the 
scope of this inquiry. I am about to indicate the 
three most important kinds of original artist and to 
stress the differences in the character of the experiences 
which they enlarge and the differences in their motives 
and technical procedures. But I shall not attempt to 
consider the springs of originality in plastic art though 
I venture to suggest that the original artist’s percep- 
tion may be actual or imagined, which no one, I 
fancy, will oppose . 1 

(i) Original romantic art 

I must now touch on two forms of original art 
which the artists of the modern movement have 
rejected ; and then pass to a consideration of original 

1 Cf. * The artist’s perception Part II, and * Architectural form 
Part III. , 
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Original romantic art 

architectural art which is the form of art which the 
artists of the movement set out to achieve. 

The romantic artist as I have indicated in the con- 
sideration of the romantic heresy is a man who sets 
out to perceive unusually emotive fragments. He runs 
a danger of degenerating into a man exclusively 
concerned with the expression of his own familiar 
erotic, sensational or sentimental experience — of de- 
generating that is into what I shall describe later 
as the disinterested romantic popular artist. He runs 
a second danger of degenerating into what I shall call 
later the venal romantic popular artist, and a third 
danger of degenerating into what I shall call later 
either the disinterested or the venal producer of deri- 
vative romantic art. Nearly all romantic artists are 
of one of these three degenerate kinds. But original 
romantics though rare have obviously existed in the 
past and obviously exist to-day. 

The original romantic artist is the man who regards 
as fit material for his art only such emotive fragments 
as have in fact enlarged his own emotional experience. 
Such an artist will not be content with discovering a 
fragment that causes an emotional reaction on himself. 
He will analyse that reaction and find out whether it 
is in fact a reaction within his familiar experience or 
an enlargement. In the first case he will reject it, in 
the second he will make it the initial experience for a 
work of art. 

The later stages of the original romantic’s procedure 
obey laws of their own. It is useless for such an 
artist to proceed in the architectural manner because 
the initial impulse of his work was not architectural 
but romantic. An architectural picture on a romantic 
foundation is a contradiction in terms. The result 
must either be bad architecture or bad romance , 1 

1 Unless, of course, the artist is a genius, cf. ‘ Genius and the 
critic ’ in this part and ‘ The value of genius ’, Part IV. 
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because the basic idea behind the original romantic 
impulse is the stressing of the newly discovered emotive 
fragment. The original romantic artist does not set 
out to construct a picture or a piece of sculpture but 
to stress a romantic discovery. If he attempts to 
work by the architectural procedure he departs from 
his initial purpose. In an original romantic work the 
only constituent that is vital is the unusually emotive 
fragment the perception of which as an enlargement 
of his emotional experience was the initial impulse of 
the work. Everything else in the work is merely 
setting, a kind of chorus designed to assist and show 
off a prima donna's voice. 

Thus it comes that a romantic picture containing 
one or more figures is generally a picture of one 
or more figures with a background ; the architectural 
picture with one or more figures is a pictorial con- 
struction of which all the parts are equally import- 
ant because the subject of the picture is the relation 
of those parts . 1 In carrying his initial enlargement 
of experience to the stage of a concrete work of art 
the original romantic artist works technically round a 
point of focus, and he never loses that focus at any 
stage. To retain its predominance he resorts to 
various manoeuvres. Rembrandt often used a spot- 
light effect, and many other romantic painters have 
used, and use, exaggeration and distortion, to this 
end . 2 

In sculpture the original romantic artist resorts to 
analagous procedures to stress the newly discovered 
emotive aspect of his chosen fragments. Verrocchio 
stressed the beetling brows and glaring eyes of his 
Colleoni and the lean angularity of his boyish 4 David ’. 

1 Cf. ‘ Original architectural art ’ in this part and Part II 
passim. 

2 Cf. ‘ Degeneration of technique Part II, and ‘ Architectural 
distortion ’ in Part III. 
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Rodin, the most original romantic sculptor of the last 
century, stressed the cadaverous aspect of his ‘ Vieille 
Heaulmiere ’, and in his marbles he stressed the 
emotive delicacy of fragments by surrounding them 
with rough formless masses . 1 

The original romantic’s central fragments are fre- 
quently what the man in the street considers ugly ; 
because, as I have indicated in considering the romantic 
heresy, such artists regard all unusually emotive frag- 
ments, which have enlarged their own erotic, senti- 
mental, sensational or emotional experience, as beauti- 
ful. The man in the street frequently describes the 
original romantic artist’s work as caricature. This is 
a perfectly sound description. All caricatures are 
not original romantic art because popular artists in 
making caricatures do not enlarge their experience 
of emotive fragments but remain within their familiar 
experience in this field. But all original romantic 
works are to some extent caricatures ; the point of 
each and all of them being the stress of some unusually 
emotive fragment. This notion of unusually emotive 
as opposed to formal beauty has been served by all 
original romantic artists. Rembrandt , 2 Delacroix, 
Daumier, Degas, Guys, Rodin, Van Gogh, Epstein, 
Rouveyre and Augustus John are examples. The 

1 Cf. ■ Degeneration of technique \ Part II. 

2 Rembrandt was the first original romantic artist after modern 
society arrived with the Dutch revolution ; he was also the first to 
use what I shall describe in Part II as the nineteenth- century 
romantic's emotive handling. But there were numerous romantic 
European artists before him, mainly in the northern countries. 
Indeed as a generalization we can say that northern art when not 
descriptive is romantic and that architectural art has been mainly 
produced by the peoples of the south. Compare Jan van Eyck's 
* Jan Arnolfini and Plis Wife ' and the pictures of Bosch and Cranach, 
with production at the same times in Italy, and my meaning will 
be clear ; particularly if we examine also the pictures of Roger van 
der Weyden, a Flemish master who went to Italy in 1450 and learned 
the architectural secret. 
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technique of such art I shall discuss in Part II, and the 
value of such art and other forms of original art I 
shall discuss in Part IV. For the moment I have 
merely tried to indicate the character of the original 
romantic artist’s initial impulse and motives. 

(j) Original descriptive art 

Certain types of descriptive artists are also original. 
The original romantic artist enlarges his erotic, senti- 
mental, sensational or emotional experience ; the 
original descriptive artist his scientific, social-historical 
or moral experience. 

Luca Signorelli, Goya, Hogarth, Watts, are examples 
of original descriptive artists. Signorelli enlarged his 
scientific experience of the generic character of physical 
objects and concrete things in his ‘ Last Judgment ’ 
in Orvieto Cathedral ; Goya enlarged his moral 
experience in his 4 Horrors of War ’ etchings ; Hogarth 
his social-historical experience in ‘ Gin Lane ’ ; Watts 
his moral experience in ‘ Mammon and so on. 

Original artists of this kind have been extremely 
rare since Gothic times. Nearly all the descriptive 
artists of the last five hundred years have been, or 
are, not original but popular in kind. The original 
descriptive artist tends moreover to become rarer and 
rarer because this is the kind of artist who has suffered 
most from the labours of specialists to which I referred 
in the section called ‘ The single strand ’. The original 
romantic artist’s experience is not generic but excep- 
tional ; he deals with the unusual, with abnormalities 
and extremes. For this reason specialists who are 
concerned with the main mass of normal examples 
leave to the romantic artist the exceptions that prove 
their rules. But the experience of the original descrip- 
tive artist is generic, not exceptional in its character ; 
and for that reason specialists are not content to allow 
the original descriptive artist the same monopoly of 
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his type of experience that they still allow to the 
original artist of the romantic class . 1 

In the last five hundred years, in fact, specialists 
in the various sciences, social history, morals and so 
on have usurped more and more the field of the 
original descriptive artist. It was easy for the original 
artist in Gothic times to enlarge his experience in the 
various fields covered by descriptive art ; he embarked 
moreover on his task with enthusiasm because original 
descriptive art was part of the advanced art movement 
of the time, part of the new thought which was urging 
man to look at the everyday world about him and 
learn more about it. 

By the time we get to Leonardo da Vinci the 
task was already much harder. Leonardo’s powerful 
mind enlarged his experience in a score of scientific 
fields. He enlarged his experience of geology, botany, 
anatomy, medicine, aviation, town-planning, engineer- 
ing, mechanics, life-destruction, life-preservation, and 
so forth. He was so absorbed in all these enlarge- 
ments of his scientific experience that he found rela- 
tively little time to co-ordinate his enlargements into 
works of art. As has been truly observed he was an 
original man of science who occasionally produced an 
original work of art. Specialists in Leonardo’s day 
had not yet monopolized the original descriptive artist’s 
experience to any extent comparable with modern 
conditions ; but Leonardo’s mind was so remarkable 
that, as an artist, he had to compete with a dozen 
specialists within himself. 

To-day the descriptive artist’s familiar experience in 
his own fields consists inevitably of an immense mass 
of data provided by the specialists. Before he can 
effect an enlargement he has to get beyond his encyclo- 

1 In modern times psychologists have been making a spirited 
effort to withdraw romantic experience also from the province of 
original art, Doubtless they will eventually succeed. 
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psedic experience derived from specialists. He has 
to be certain that the work of art which he contem- 
plates is really an enlargement of all his familiar 
experience of the generic character of physical objects 
and concrete things, or of social history, or of morals. 
In our own day the original descriptive artist has also 
to make certain that his descriptions of physical objects 
and concrete things really enlarge his familiar experi- 
ence derived from photographs. 

Most descriptive artists, in our day, find the task, 
not unnaturally, beyond their powers ; and most 
descriptive artists for that reason do not attempt to 
enlarge their familiar experience of everyday life but 
work within it and are thus popular not original in kind . 1 

The original descriptive artist’s procedure when he 
has effected the difficult initial enlargement of his 
experience differs both from that of the original ■ 
architectural and the original romantic artist. For 
such an artist is not concerned with constructing an 
architectural picture nor with stressing the unusually 
emotive character of a fragment. He is concerned 
with expressing enlarged experience of everyday life. 
The form and character of his picture is not with 
such an artist a matter of interest in itself. Original 
descriptive artists may invent a style and technique 
peculiarly suited to their experience ; or they may 
make use of the style and technique that comes most 
easily to their hand. Thus Signorelli evolved a stylistic 
formula and method of handling for his Orvieto picture 
which was especially suited to this anatomical pageant. 
Goya evolved an individual formula of light and shade 
for his ' Horrors of War ’ etchings. But Hogarth in 
his descriptive pictures used the technique of his day ; 
and Watts used technique derived from the Venetians . 2 

1 1 have referred to the original descriptive art produced in 
England by the war in 1 The position to-day Part III. 

2 Cf. ‘ Derivative degeneration ’, Part II. 
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The outstanding character of the original descrip- 
tive artist’s initial impulse is thus, in a word, the 
enlargement of some aspect of his everyday experience ; 
this becomes each year more difficult as the artist’s 
familiar experience is increased by the labours of 
specialists and the productions of machines ; and the 
character of such an artist’s technical procedure in 
translating his initial impulse into concrete form may 
be original or derivative provided that it serves its 
purpose. 

(k) Original architectural art 

The leading artists of the modern movement are 
original in kind. But they do not produce original 
romantic art which they mistrust for reasons which I 
have explained in the section called ‘ The romantic 
heresy ’, and they do not produce original descriptive 
art which they regard as a form of art rendered 
impossibly difficult 1 by specialists and machines. 
They strive to create original architectural art the 
nature of which I have already tried to indicate in 
‘ Architecture as typical art 

The experience enlarged by the original architectural 
artist is formal experience ; it is the experience of the 
architect already examined. Artists of this calibre 
have to achieve a triple enlargement of experience. 
First comes some fresh experience of proportion, line, 
balance, recessions and so forth achieved by actual 
or imagined perception ; then comes the enlargement 
involved in the mental synthesis of that experience 
and in the invention of homogeneous formal symbolism ; 
and then comes the actual execution which is a third 
enlargement and gives concrete existence to the first 
two enlargements and provides for them ‘ a local 
habitation and a name ’. 

All original architectural artists have achieved this 
1 Cf. ‘ The position to-day ’, Part III. 
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triple task ; and all the artists of the modern movement 
are pledged to attempt it. As I have already indicated, 
Raphael in his pictures in the Camera della Segnatura, 
and Poussin, Claude and Wilson are examples of such 
original architectural or classical artists in the past. 
It must not, however, be assumed that the original 
architectural artist’s attitude, motives and procedure 
have always resulted or result to-day or will result in 
the future in works that bear any resemblance at first 
glance to the works of those particular masters. I 
have selected those artists as examples of this type 
because the architectural character of their work is 
very evident. But any subject matter can be the 
material for architectural art provided that the experi- 
ence which the artist set out to enlarge in his work 
is formal in kind, or in other words provided that the 
enlargement of architectural experience, and not the 
nominal subject, is the real subject of the picture. 

Vermeer of Delft , 1 * * * for example, is an artist of the 
same architectural character as Poussin or a modern 
Cubist, not an artist of the same kind as most of the 
other Dutch painters of interiors. For in the case 
of an interior by Vermeer the formal elements, the 
relation of lines, proportions, lights and shades, colours, 
recessions and so on are the real subject of the picture ; 
the catalogue subject of a picture by Vermeer is merely 
a peg upon which the artist has hung the enlargement 
of his formal or architectural experience. Vermeer’s 
‘ Lady standing at the Virginals ’ is a formal arrange- 
ment from which no detail can be removed without 

1 When I speak of Vermeer I have in mind the following pictures : 

National Gallery, * Lady standing by the Virginals 5 ; Hague 

Mauritshuis, ‘ Faith ’ ; Amsterdam, ‘ The Letter ’. There are 

doubtless other pictures correctly ascribed to him. But there are 

also several ascribed to him which I believe to be self-portraits by 
a woman-pupil, and several which I believe to be the work of some 
Tom, Dick or Harry. 
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destroying the whole architectural structure. The 
idea contained in the title is not the subject of the 
picture. If the passage in that picture which we now 
believe to represent virginals were discovered to be 
the form of a Dutch seventeenth-century coffin and 
the picture were to be relabelled ‘ Lady standing by 
a Coffin ’ the subject of the picture would remain the 
same ; but if Vermeer had left out the chair in the 
foreground the subject of the picture would be entirely 
different because the picture would then be a symbol 
for a different architectural experience. The original 
architectural artist thus enlarges his formal experi- 
ence, synthetizes that enlargement in his mind and 
executes the synthesis with his hand. The nominal 
subject may be anything from ‘ The School of Athens ’ 
to a ‘ Portrait of my Grandmother or ‘ Aubergines 
and Onions on a Plate because the nominal subject 
is not the real subject . 1 

The representational style in such art may be any- 
thing from Vermeer’s technique, which can easily be 
mistaken for naturalism, to Michelangelo’s stylistic 
bravura or the severe geometrical style of the Cubist, 
because the only essential of such an artist’s repre- 
sentational style is that it should completely symbolize 
the particular enlargement of formal experience which 
is the real subject of the work, and be homogeneous 
and consistent within itself ; and the execution may 
exhibit anything from the extreme of manual dexterity 
and assurance to complete absence of facility . 2 

Let me try to point out the difference between the 
original romantic, descriptive and architectural artists 

1 The nominal subject may be a religious subject, but in that case 
the work is still architectural not religious art. On the other hand, 
if the religious subject is the real subject the work is religious art 
whatever architectural qualities it may include. 

2 Renoir produced architectural art when his hand was paralysed 
and the brush was strapped to his wrist. 
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by an example . Let us suppose that we have a thatched 
cottage, an oak tree and a country lane, and that we 
have asked an artist of each type to paint us a picture 
of the ‘ subject ’. The original romantic will give us 
a painting stressing some unusually emotive aspect of 
the cottage, the oak and the lane, considered as emotive 
fragments. The original descriptive artist’s cottage, 
oak tree and lane will be a typical cottage, a typical 
oak tree and a typical lane. The original architectural 
artist’s picture will be an architectural arrangement 
symbolizing some actual or imagined perception of the 
formal relations of the cottage, the tree and the lane 
to one another ; that arrangement will be compounded 
of representational symbols for the artist’s perception 
of the formal relation of the parts to each whole — the 
formal relation of the verticals of the wall to the dome 
of the roof, of the curving parallels of the lane to the 
cylinder of the tree trunk, of one colour to another, 
and so on and so forth ; his picture in a word will 
be a series of symbols of formal relations perceived 
or imagined . 1 

My experience of the reception accorded by many 
spectators to the examples of original architectural art 
produced by artists of the modern movement leads 
me to believe that it is not so much the formal char- 
acter of such artists’ experience as the fact that the 
works are enlargements of the artists’ formal experi- 
ence, the fact, that is to say, that they are original 
and not popular in kind that arouses so much hostility 
towards them ; and as those who are most zealous in 
abuse of the original art of the movement habitually 
exhibit appreciation of all art that is popular in kind, 
I shall now try to indicate what they actually receive 
from the artists whom they prefer. 

1 Cf. ‘The artist’s perception’, Part II, and ‘ Architectural 
form ’, Part III. 
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(/) Romantic popular art 

Romantic popular art is produced by a man work- 
ing within his own or what he believes to be other 
people’s familiar experience of emotive fragments. 

In practice such art generally consists of society 
portraits of pretty women and handsome men painted 
as records of familiar emotive fragments ; pictures of 
nudes and draped figures painted in the same way ; 
landscapes where the central fragment that forms the 
point of focus is emotive in some familiar dramatic or 
sentimental way ; dramatic ‘ subject ’ pictures where 
the central fragments are emotive in a familiar erotic 
or sentimental way ; caricatures where the fragment 
stressed is within the artist’s familiar experience of 
emotive fragments, or within what he believes to be 
other people’s familiar experience in that field ; and 
so on and so forth. 

Romantic popular art in a word is generally fashion- 
able, sentimental, sensational, or erotic, and frequently, 
of course, a combination of two or three of these 
characteristics ; and pictures of pretty women con- 
stitute by far the greater part of this form of art. 

The technique of such artists is frequently deriva- 
tive, an ape-like imitation of some way of painting 
that happens to be appreciated at the time . 1 But 
frequently also the technique is naturalistic. The 
romantic popular artist is generally a man incapable 
of the intellectual effort required for symbolic 
representation, or is crafty enough to avoid asking 
the spectator to make the intellectual effort required 
to read a symbolic language. He simply gets the 
pretty woman dressed or undressed or partially 
dressed, or draped, or partially draped, in his studio 
and copies her appearance on the studio throne in some 
particular light by copying the lights and shadows . 2 

1 Cf. ‘ Degeneration of technique ’, Part II. 

2 Cf. £ Naturalism and representation (ii) ’, Part II. 
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Romantic popular art 

In the case, however, of society portraits the romantic 
popular artist does sometimes, and indeed frequently, 
use symbolic representational style. He invents or 
borrows a formula for recording fashionable effects 
which are emotive because they are fashionable. If 
a pigeon breast and a small waist are emotive because 
in fashion such an artist evolves or borrows an hour- 
glass formula for his figures ; if luxuriant hair is held 
to be attractive he evolves or borrows a formula for 
incredibly luxuriant hair ; if a boyish silhouette for 
women is regarded as emotive by the fashion of the 
moment he evolves or borrows an arbitrary boyish 
silhouette with coiffure trimmed to incredible smooth- 
ness and perfection. If rose complexions are admired, 
the rose madder glows in artificial glory on each cheek ; 
if face-powder and lip-salve are emotive-fashionable, 
then flake-white cheeks appear on each canvas and 
mouths are painted pure vermilion. Always the 
women’s eyes are made a good deal larger than they 
are in nature because, it would seem, large eyes in 
pictures of pretty women are always regarded as an 
emotive-fashionable feature . 1 

These exaggerations and distortions 2 of the society 
portrait painters are exaggerated on magazine covers 
in still more deliberate distortion ; and it is, for 
example, a recognized rule among artists who work 
for that particular market that the width of each eye 
in a ‘ pretty girl’s ’ head must be exactly double the 
width of the mouth. 

1 Women who paint their faces are engaged of course in the same 
procedure as the romantic popular artist. They are creating 
deliberate distortions of the form of their faces to make the frag- 
ments more emotive. 

2 The architectural artist’s perception of fashionable forms is 
entirely different. He too may exaggerate and distort, but as he is 
not concerned with the fashionable-emotive character of the fashion- 
able effects but with their formal character, he exaggerates and dis- 
torts on a different principle. Cf. 1 Architectural distortion’, Part III. 
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A certain amount of romantic popular art is produced 
by men who are disinterested and find in such painting 
a safe outlet for snobbish, erotic, sensational or senti- 
mental inclinations, men, in fact, who paint pictures 
in the same spirit that other men read social gossip 
and react emotionally to titles, or go to a drama to 
get mildly thrilled, or to a revue to look at legs, or 
moon in an armchair in the twilight, or listen to an 
organ because it gives them a sensation in the spine. 

But most romantic popular artists are not disinter- 
ested but venal. They produce their work with the 
deliberate intention of making money by contact with 
other people’s familiar snobbish, erotic, sensational or 
sentimental experience. 

Such is the character of the work which romantic 
popular artists actually supply to their admirers. The 
original artists of the modern movement regard original 
romantic art, as we have seen, with distrust and dis- 
favour. They regard all the various productions of 
romantic popular artists with disgust. 

(m) Derivative popular art 

All derivative art is popular in kind. It is produced 
by a man working within his own familiar experience 
of art or within what he believes to be certain other 
people’s familiar experience of art. 

This form of art thus includes all imitations of other 
works whether the model followed is the work of some 
original old master or some original artist living or just 
dead. It includes all imitations of romantic works, of 
descriptive works and of other derivative works. 

It also includes all those pathetic imitations of their 
own earlier work which are so frequently produced 
by artists in middle and old age. In such cases when 
the early work was popular the artist who repeats 
himself is of course merely multiplying his popular 
attitude with each work. When the early work was 
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original the artist who repeats it ceases thereby to be 
original because he is no longer enlarging his experience 
but either remaining lazily within it or working to 
achieve contact with the familiar experience of people 
who liked his early work. The artist who makes 
imitations of his own original early work and ceases 
thereby to be an original artist and becomes thereby 
a derivative popular artist has, however, very often 
material consolation in modern England ; for he is 
likely to be made a Royal Academician and he is pretty 
certain to acquire a substantial balance at the bank. 

A certain amount of derivative art is produced by 
men who are disinterested but of such low mental 
energy that they feel no desire to enlarge their experi- 
ence of art by artistic creation and are quite content 
to imitate some existing work in the spirit of a man 
imitating bird-calls for his own amusement. 

But derivative art is not usually eccentricity of this 
kind ; it is much more frequently produced for money 
and it is generally called into existence in the following 
way. Original art, being in the nature of an enlarge- 
ment of experience, is never appreciated by many 
people on its first appearance. But a generation or 
so later when the necessary adjustments to the enlarge- 
ments of experience for which the works stand have 
automatically been made, the same original works find 
admirers on every hand. Popular artists of the deriva- 
tive kind exploit this situation and produce works 
which, to eyes with no special training, look remarkably 
like the art to which a general adjustment has recently 
been made. Thus it comes that what each genera- 
tion of the public regards as the original art of its day 
is generally in fact derivative popular art imitating 
the original art of a generation or so before . 1 

At the present time, for example, Impressionist 

1 This is particularly the case in England. Cf. ‘ Reconstruction 
in France and England Part II, and ‘ Popular cubism Part III. 
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and Post-Impressionist 1 pictures are part of the general 
‘ artistic ’ public’s idea of * art ’ ; and any derivative 
painter who makes imitations of such pictures can now 
find patrons by the score. Similarly a man who 
imitates the works of some original old master can 
always sell his concoctions when the old master’s 
experience is sufficiently well-known to have become 
a part and parcel of the average patron’s idea of ‘ art ’ ; 
and he can of course sell still more readily imitations 
of pictures by contemporary painters whose attitude 
in the first place was not original but popular in the 
sense that it established contact with the spectator’s 
familiar experience of everyday life or his familiar 
experience of ‘ art ’. Also it must be remembered 
that the modern movement has been developing since 
1885. In the forty years that have passed since then 
a plentiful crop of derivative popular artists imitating 
the original modem artists has arisen. To-day there 
are almost as many derivative popular painters imitat- 
ing the works of Cezanne, Picasso and Matisse as there 
are derivative popular painters imitating the works 
of Botticelli, Constable, Reynolds, the Impressionists 
and the Post-Impressionists. The character of all 
imitations, whether the works imitated are architec- 
tural, romantic, descriptive or themselves derivative, is, 
of course, the same. 2 

Such is the character of the work which derivative 
popular artists actually supply to their admirers. No 
derivative artist can, of course, in any circumstances 
be original. To the original artists of the modern 
movement all derivative artists whether disinterested 
or venal seem men whose activity degrades the name 
of art. 

1 For the side path taken by Van Gogh and Gauguin in the 
Modem movement, cf. ‘ Architectural form ’ and ‘ Architectural 
colour Part III. 

2 Cf. ‘ The position to-day ’ and ‘ Popular cubism ’, Part III. 
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(n) Descriptive popular art 

Descriptive popular artists, like derivative artists, 
are people of two kinds. They are either disinterested 
men of low mental energy who are quite content to 
work within their own familiar experience of every- 
day life, or else they are men who are out to please 
other people and attract their money, and do so by 
working within what they know to be other people’s 
familiar experience of everyday life. 

Descriptive popular art generally takes the form of 
portraits, animal studies, interiors, topographical land- 
scapes, genre paintings, historical pictures, illustra- 
tions, scenes of high and low life, didactic pictures and 
so on when the artist in producing such things is 
either a man making records of his familiar experience 
of the generic character of physical objects and con- 
crete things, or of his familiar experience of the social- 
historical aspects of everyday life, or of his familiar 
experience of morals or ethics . Such an artist may make 
his records because he enjoys the recording (as other 
men play golf or tennis because they enjoy playing 
golf or tennis), and he is then a disinterested descrip- 
tive popular artist ; or he may make them with a view 
to pleasing other people and attracting their money 
by achieving contact with their familiar experience in 
these fields, in which case he is a venal descriptive 
popular artist. 

Descriptive popular art tends to be either naturalistic 
or derivative in technique because the disinterested 
popular artist of this calibre who is content to record 
his own familiar experience is usually a man of low 
mental energy and incapable of symbolic representa- 
tion, while the venal artist of this calibre desires his 
records to be easily recognized by the public, which 
he has set out to please and attract, and knows that 
the average spectator is a person who sees without 




perceiving . 1 The astute venal descriptive popular 
artist, like the astute romantic popular artist, does not 
ask his public to make a mental effort. He gives 
his average spectator what he believes that spectator 
would have produced in his, the artist’s, place. He 
does not ask him to enlarge his experience or give him 
an opportunity to do so. His technique is either 
designed to achieve contact with the spectator’s mech- 
anical vision or else to achieve contact with the 
spectator’s familiar experience of artistic technique. 

The disinterested descriptive popular artist is rare. 
Few men of this calibre record entirely without refer- 
ence to their work’s effects on other people. But 
there are, however, a few eccentrics who can afford to 
spend their days in recording in paint their familiar 
experience of everyday life — and do so. Just as there 
are men who can afford to spend their days playing 
golf and do that. But the great majority of such 
artists are venal ; they deliberately work to please the 
average spectator ; they set out to flatter the spectator 
and attract his money by providing him with the 
pleasure of finding in a picture a confirmation of his 
own familiar experience of everyday life. The vast 
majority of descriptive popular artists, like the vast 
majority of derivative artists, are simply manufacturers 
of wares for an existing market. 

Such is the character of the work which descriptive 
popular artists actually supply to their admirers. The 
original artists of the modern movement regard the 
original descriptive artist, as we have seen, as a man 
whose task has been rendered impossibly difficult by 
the labours of specialists and the production of 
machines ; they regard the descriptive popular artist 
as a footler or a tradesman. 

1 Cf. Part II and Part III passim. 
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Past and present 
(o) Past and present 

Most people who keep their eyes open have, I believe, 
some suspicion of the fundamental difference between 
the activities of the original architectural romantic and 
descriptive artists on the one hand and those of deriva- 
tive and other popular artists on the other. But they 
are inclined to imagine that in past periods original 
artists were the rule and popular artists the exception 
— though in our own day the proportions are obviously 
reversed. 

Both kinds of art have nevertheless existed in all 
times and places. There have always everywhere 
been hundreds of popular artists to every ten with 
the desire and the ability to create original art. 

Derivative popular art for example has always every- 
where existed. The men who designed the proto- 
types of the Egyptian magic funeral monuments were 
imitated by thousands of other Egyptian artists for 
two or three thousand years . 1 Every original Greek 
sculptor had a hundred Greek and Graeco-Roman 
imitators in antiquity who have been imitated again 
by thousands of imitators from the Renaissance to 
the present day. Every original Italian master had 
scores of derivative popular imitators whom we label 
as his ‘ school ’. 

Descriptive popular art has also existed everywhere 
at all times. We have the genre sculpture in Egyptian 
tombs to remind us that there was a popular naturalistic 
art in Egypt side by side with the formal religious 
funeral art and the formal dynastic art which were 
Egypt’s outstanding contributions to the world’s 
heritage of art. We have the Greek vase paintings 
to make it clear that Greece had descriptive popular 
draughtsmen making portraits, illustrations and cari- 
catures ; and there were legions of popular engravers 

1 Cf. ‘ Architectural distortions ’, Part III. 
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in Renaissance Italy and in eighteenth-century France. 

Romantic popular art has also existed everywhere 
at all times. Every age and place had artists who 
worked within their own familiar erotic, emotional 
and sentimental experience as a pastime or with the 
venal motive of achieving contact with other people’s 
familiar experience of the same kinds. 

There is thus nothing abnormal in the abundance of 
popular art in Western Europe at the present time. 
Derivative artists who indulged themselves in the 
eccentric hobby of imitating some original work of 
art or did so to please and get money from the people 
who had learned to admire that original art, descrip- 
tive artists who worked within their own or other 
people’s familiar experience of everyday life, and 
romantic artists who worked within their own or the 
public’s familiar experience of fashionable, senti- 
mental, sensational, or erotic emotive fragments have 
always been numerous. The original artist of any 
kind has always been everywhere a rare bird, and of 
the three kinds I have indicated the original architec- 
tural artist has always been the rarest. 

Popular artists have always been more numerous 
than original artists (a) because it is easier to remain 
within experience than to enlarge it, and (b) because it 
is easier to work in naturalistic or derivative technique 
than to invent a technique to symbolize an enlargement 
of experience . 1 

It must, however, be noted that popular art in the 
last hundred and fifty years has received great encour- 
agement from the system of large public annual 
exhibitions in great capitals. At first the works 
shown in such exhibitions were not influenced to any 
extent by the opinion of the visitors. The eighteenth- 
century popular artist was supported by rich patrons 
and was not concerned with the opinion of the crowd. 

1 Cf. Parts II and III passim. 
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But gradually the visitor who paid his shilling began 
to imagine that for this shilling he was paying a piper 
and had a right to call the tune ; and gradually the 
artists began to accept this attitude and to work for 
approbation by the crowd. That the shillings did not 
go into the artists’ pockets but into that of the people 
who organized the exhibitions was a detail overlooked 
both by the arrogant public and the artist whose vanity 
was flattered by the popular applause. 

Popular artists were also much encouraged when 
the system of engraving popular pictures became 
extended by the cheaper system of the photographic 
print. A way of converting the crowd’s approbation 
to some advantage was thus discovered by the artist 
whose picture had ‘ made a hit ’ at the exhibition ; 
for he could get a publisher to pay him handsomely 
for the reproduction rights . 1 

Popular art has further been encouraged in modern 
times by museums of art when the directors 2 and trustees 
of such museums conceive their function to be rather 
the flattering than the education of their visitors. 

As a result of these special encouragements there 
have probably been even more popular artists of all 
kinds in Western Europe in the last hundred years 
than, relatively speaking, before in any time or place. 
To-day it is estimated that a hundred thousand pictures 
are painted in Paris every year ; and nearly as many 
are certainly painted every year in England. All 
Western European countries and several parts of the 
American Continent turn out similar quantities of 

1 I have referred to the direction given to English painting by 

Alderman Boydeil, the printseller, in 4 Degeneration of ideas Part 
II. ; ; 

2 1 join of course in the gratitude felt by all who care for original 
art, to Sir Charles Holmes and Mr. Charles Aitken and those who 
work with them. But we have not always been so fortunate, as 
every one knows. Cf. also 4 The question of survival Part IV, 
and for the use of the word 4 flattering * cf. Part IV passim. 
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space or time were unusually emotive by reason of 
their remoteness . 1 

In the work of all pioneer artists there is an element 
of protest and an element of propaganda. Derivative 
artists who imitate the original pioneer artist’s work 
habitually imitate just these incidental elements and 
generally miss the original master’s main artistic 
achievement, which can only be discovered when the 
elements of protest and propaganda have been thought 
away. Delacroix’s use of Gothic and Oriental motifs 
was partly a protest against the classical motifs used 
in pseudo-architectural art of the Davidian school, 
partly propaganda for the new romantic appreciation 
of Gothic art, and partly propaganda for the pseudo- 
romantic notion of the unusually emotive character of 
remote fragments . These incidental elements in Dela- 
croix’s art did not destroy the artist’s original romantic 
achievement because Delacroix was a genius. But the 
derivative pigmies who followed him were swamped 
by them as I shall try to indicate in Part II. 

Delacroix, moreover, advanced from romantic to 
architectural art as he got older ; and he contrived in 
a magic way to harmonize the two standpoints — again 
an achievement reserved for genius. 

In the same way a genius like Rubens combined the 
architectural with the descriptive point of view, and 
his art like the art of Delacroix was a storehouse of 
incidental elements which were plundered by his 
followers for a century or more . 2 

I should be led, in fact, to submit as a definition of 
genius ‘ the power to combine more than one kind of 
artistic activity in a single homogeneous work of art ’ 
were it not that this would rule out Raphael, who was 
undoubtedly a genius and yet produced works like 
‘ The School of Athens ’ which are purely classical in 

1 Cf. ‘ Degeneration of ideas Part II. 

2 Cf. ‘ The value of genius Part IV. 
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kind. I shall therefore attempt no definition of the 
character of genius, merely repeating (a) that the 
attitude, motives and procedure of the genius may be 
as complex as those of an ordinary muddle-headed 
artist ; and (b) that they may be absolutely simple ; 
and adding to these points (c) that the quality of genius 
has nothing to do with a precocious facility in some 
artistic technique (for which talent is the proper word ) 1 
and (d) that the genius is so rare in art history that we 
can never read that history aright by studying exclu- 
sively those conspicuous figures and attempting to set 
up standards from their work. 

This is my excuse for the cold-blooded classification 
I have attempted. I know that when all is said and 
done the activity which produces any kind of original 
art is an emanation of the human spirit and so mys- 
terious and incomprehensible. But all pictures and 
sculpture are not original art ; and human spirits 
are good and bad, complex and simple, delicate and 
coarse, disinterested and venal, lively and obtuse, 
developed and atrophied. The difference between the 
works produced by these different spirits is worth 
examination. But there is no man living who could truly 
and completely set them down, and I know well that 
my classifications are only the beginning of the story. 

One must, however, begin somewhere and by some 
method ; and I believe that the beginning I have 
suggested may prove helpful at a time and in a place 
where the main habit of art critics is to say : £ Art is 
Art ; I know it, when I see it, because it gives me an 
aesthetic thrill.’ 

(q) Recapitulation 

What I submit then in Part I is briefly this : 

(i) The modern movement is based not on service 

1 Cf. ‘ The value of technique ’ and ‘ The value of genius 
Part IV. 



Recapitulation 

to religion but on service to a consciously-held idea 
of art. 

There is nothing abnormal in this because all 
Western European art since the High Renaissance 
has been based on service to some consciously-held 
idea of art. 

(2) The basic idea in this case is the idea that archi- 
tecture is typical art. 

There is nothing abnormal in this because that 
idea has been held by all the classical artists since 
the High Renaissance. 

(3) The modern movement is opposed to the 
romantic idea of art. 

There is nothing abnormal in this because archi- 
tectural artists have been opposed at all times to 
the romantic idea. 

(4) The movement does not make use of the natural- 
istic technique. 

There is nothing abnormal in this because most 
architectural artists of all times and places have 
used a symbolic representational, and not an imita- 
tive naturalistic, technique. 

(5) The works produced by the movement are 
original and not popular in kind. 

There is nothing abnormal in this because original 
as well as popular works of art have been produced 
at all times and in all places. 

(6) The original works of the movement are few 
in number compared with the multitude of popular 
works of various kinds produced by artists outside the 
movement. 

There is nothing abnormal in this because 
popular works have always everywhere been 
numerous and their production has been encour- 
aged in modern times by large public exhibitions 
and the enterprise of printsellers. 

(7) The genius overrides all classifications, 
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DEGENERATE NINETEENTH- 
CENTURY ART 

(a) Degeneration of ideas of art 

I N this part of my inquiry I shall try to indicate 
the various kinds of art that surrounded the early 
artists of the modern movement when they decided 
that a return to the classical architectural basis was 
essential not only as a means of escape from the 
prevailing degeneration of ideas of art but also as a 
means of escape from the prevailing degeneration 
in pictorial technique. 

In the section called ‘ Conflicting ideas ’ in Part I, 
I reminded the reader that the nineteenth century 
produced original and popular art of both the romantic 
and the descriptive kinds but that it produced scarcely 
any original classical art. It would be flogging 
dead horses to examine here the obvious degeneracy 
of pseudo-classical derivative popular artists like 
Flaxman and the followers of David at the beginning 
of the century, and of Gerome and Leighton later on. 
The derivative character of their concoctions is now 
recognized on every hand. When the pioneers of 
the movement looked upon these absurdities their 
obvious course was to say : ‘ This at any rate must 
go ’ ; and those who realized the essential character of 
original art were not likely to find much inspiration 
from Stevens’ imitations of the work of Michelangelo. 
It was not thus, they knew, that Raphael’s ‘ School of 
Athens ’ or the art of Poussin or even the imperfectly 
co-ordinated art of Puvis de Chavannes had been 
created. Most nineteenth-century artists who called 
themselves ‘ classical ’ forgot that architecture is the 
basis of all true classical art ; they believed classical 
art to be a matter of Graeco-Roman costumes and of 
‘ purity of line h 1 The artists who founded the 

1 My view of Ingres’ position is stated in ‘ The Daguerreotype 
and Ingres in this part. 
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modern movement were better educated. They could 
distinguish the romantic and descriptive forms of 
Greek art from its classical or architectural forms and 
they could recognize popular Greek art as such when 
they came across it . 1 In their return to the classical 
architectural basis they could derive no assistance 
from the pseudo-classical standards of the Wardour- 
Street-Graeco-Roman-confectioners except the nega- 
tive assistance provided by the knowledge that that 
path at any rate could lead to nothing but further 
confusion between classical and pseudo-classical 
ideas of art and to further degeneration of academic 
derivative technique. 

When they looked on the romantic art of the nine- 
teenth century the degeneration was even more obvious. 
In France they saw a handful of original romantic 
artists — Delacroix, Courbet, Rodin, Daumier, Renoir , 2 
Degas, Guys and so on ; in England they saw Con- 
stable, the Pre-Raphaelites in their early youth, and a 
few others ; and all about them they saw thousands 
of pseudo-romantic derivative popular pictures by 
muddle-headed and venal followers of these men. 

Let us look for a moment at the stream of degener- 
ate, pseudo-romantic art deriving from the work of 
Delacroix. 

In ‘ Genius and the critic ’ in Part I, I have stressed 
the extremely complex character of Delacroix’s achieve- 
ment. I pointed out that his art contained elements 
of protest and propaganda, and that his voyage to 
Africa was largely due to a confused romantic notion 
that Moors and Arab steeds were unusual and so 
emotive fragments, whereas in fact they were only 
unusual and so emotive in Paris. 

These elements in the original romantic art of 

1 Cf. also £ Distortion Part III, and ' Past and present Part I. 

2 Renoir’s later architectural work is referred to under ‘ Archi- 
tectural form ’ in Part III. 
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Delacroix, which may be called its impurities, were 
the elements especially picked up by the derivative 
popular artists who worked to achieve contact with 
the public’s familiar experience of those elements in 
his art. 

Thus Delacroix painted ‘ The Death of Marino 
Faliero Then Delaroche, the prince of his addle- 
pated imitators, followed with * The Death of Queen 
Elizabeth ’, ‘ The Death of Cardinal Mazarin ’, ‘ The 
Death of President Duranti ‘ The Execution of Lady 
Jane Grey ’, ‘ The Assassination of the Due de 
Guise ’, and so on. Delaroche never had the faintest 
notion of the original romantic principle behind 
Delacroix’s art, of his genuine search for unusually 
emotive fragments, nor yet of the architectural ele- 
ments in Delacroix’s pictures to which I have referred 
in my comments on his genius. Delaroche also com- 
pletely misunderstood the principle behind Delacroix’s 
impetuous technique. He imagined that he was going 
one better than Delacroix by painting similar subjects 
with more archaeological detail, failing to realize that 
to Delacroix the moyen-age - Renaissance subject was 
merely a peg upon which to hang his original romantic 
art ; and it was Delaroche who started the stream 
of pseudo-Delacroix, pseudo-romantic moyen-age- 
Renaissance French illustrations which persisted in 
France right down to Jean Paul Laurens and still 
persists in the official salons to some extent to-day. 

Delacroix’s work was not widely known in England. 
But Delaroche’s imitations had great influence on this 
country. He was the painter of ‘ The Princes in the 
Tower ’, and many English nineteenth-century artists 
crossed the Channel to become his pupils. Delaroche’s 
derivative popular parodies of the original romantic 
art of Delacroix were in fact the source of the nine- 
teenth-century English artists’ notion that moyen-age- 
Renaissanc e-tableaux-vivants were romantic art. Before 
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that, it is true, Shakespearean illustrations were already 
a feature of the English Royal Academy exhibitions. 
But the origin of those pictures was simply the accident 
that Alderman Boydell, the printseller, in the late 
eighteenth century had conceived the idea that engrav- 
ings after paintings of Shakespearean scenes by famous 
artists might be popular and might be sold in large 
numbers, and that he had accordingly commissioned 
all the best-known artists of his day to paint them . 1 
The tradition of illustrations in oil paint in the Royal 
Academy was thus already established, but it was 
greatly reinforced by the new idea from Paris which 
represented the painting of fwoyen-age-Renaissance 
subjects as the very latest romantic development of 
art. 

The influence of Delacroix-Delaroche pseudo- 
romantic tradition on Maddox Brown 2 and the Pre- 
Raphaelites must be obvious to anyone acquainted 
with their work, and it was, of course, just this ele- 
ment in their original art which was developed in their 
art’s degeneration. The Pre-Raphaelite brotherhood 
was founded as an attempt to recapture what Hunt 
described as ‘ The freedom from corruption, pride 
and disease ’ which the young artists felt to be char- 
acteristic of Benozzo Gozzoli’s art when they looked 
at a book of engravings from his pictures . 3 They 
started out with rigid resolves to be original romantic 
artists ; and they did in fact produce six or eight 
original romantic pictures. But except for Rossetti’s 

1 Northcote relates that when Boydell invited Reynolds to paint 
4 The Witches in Macbeth ’ Reynolds refused, saying that it was 
not for artists to take part in business speculations, but when 
Boydell had discreetly sent him £500 next day' on account of 
£1,000, he relented and painted the picture that was demanded. 

2 Maddox Brown studied in Antwerp under Wappers, a pupil of 
Delacroix. 

3 For Ruskin’s influence on the Pre-Raphaelites, cf. ‘Technique 
of the Pre-Raphaelites ’ in this part. 
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later pictures 1 and Hunt’s ‘ Scapegoat ’,the later Pre- 
Raphaelite production was simply pseudo-romantic in 
the debased tradition of Delaroche. Burne-Jones is 
now recognized as a derivative artist who concocted a 
ragout from this pseudo-romantic confusion, the female 
facial type of Rossetti’s genuinely romantic later 
pictures, and the pictures of Botticelli ; and after 
Burne-Jones came the Burne-Jones imitators and other 
followers of the pseudo-romantic confusion. 

Of the thousands of pseudo-romantic tableaux- 
vivants concocted in England in the nineteenth century 
none, I believe, would have existed but for (a) the 
accident of Alderman Boydell’s bright commercial 
idea ; ( b ) the accident that Delacroix had used moyen- 
ag^-Renaissance subjects in his genuinely original 
romantic art ; and (c) the accident that Delaroche ’s 
parodies of Delacroix’s pictures were wrongly regarded 
by English artists as typical of the new romantic idea 
of art. 

The public soon learned to think of Wardour- Street 
costumes in a picture as the hall-mark of romantic art ; 
any kind of picture with a title relating to Queen 
Eleanor or ‘ La Belle Dame sans Merci ’ or any event 
which happened or purported to happen a long time 
ago or a great distance away was held to be romantic 
art. This ridiculous confusion found voice in an 
article by Watts-Dunton in the Encyclopaedia Britan- 
nica where all these degenerate costume pictures 
by addle-pated derivative artists were described 
as evidence of a great * Renascence of Wonder ’ 2 in 

1 Cf. next section : 4 Degeneration of technique \ 

2 Watts-Dunton was writing of Rossetti. If he had used the 
phrase of Rossetti's later romantic work exclusively (which in fact 
he disliked) it might be justified as a flamboyant description of the 
original romantic point of view. But in fact he meant it to apply 
to the whole mass of English pseudo-romantic costume illustra- 
tion, 
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England ; and the confusion can be seen to-day in refer- 
ences to the 4 mysticism ’ of Burne-Jones . 1 

But the moyen-dge- Renaissance illustration was not 
the only degenerate stream that came from Delacroix. 
For Delacroix seeking unusually emotive fragments 
went to Africa and painted on his return a number of 
Moorish subjects. This was the signal for an outburst 
of what the French called ‘ Orientalism ’ in painting. 
Decamps, who had begun as an imitator of David, then 
painted that horrible picture in the Wallace Collection 
called * Le Supplice des Crochets ’ ; and Chasseriau, 
who had gone to Rome and begun as a classical archi- 
tectural artist, now deserted Raphael (and also Ingres 
whom he at one time imitated) and began to ape the 
1 Orientalism ’ of Delacroix . 2 A regular epidemic of 
‘ Oriental ’ pictures followed in which Moors, Arab 
steeds with blood-red nostrils, ‘ belles juives ’ and 
odalisques at their toilette attended by negresses were 
the recognized component parts. The fever persisted 
in France well into the second half of the century (we 
find its influence in Manet’s ‘ Olympia ’) and it also 
produced a crop of similar pseudo- romantic derivative 
popular pictures in English art. 

1 The pseudo-romantic notion that fragments remote in time or 
place are unusual and so emotive was reinforced here by the notion 
that the production of such pictures was a protest against the ugli- 
ness of industrialism. This confusion was followed by the idea, to 
which I am about to refer, which regarded fragments associated in 
the mind with industrialism as romantic. This second idea arose 
from the idea that such things being unusual material for art were 
emotive ; and it was of course much more truly a romantic idea than 
the idea of the emotive character of things remote in time and space. 

2 Chasseriau ’s portrait of Ali Hamed, Caliph of Constantinople, 
was a sensation in the Paris salon of 1846. Theophile Gautier, 
writing of the Caliph’s visit to the Paris opera when the romantic 
movement was at its height, describes his eyes as c yeux de gazelle 
et de lion, monies et flamboyants ; yeux qui ont fait frissoner tant de 
belles Parisiennes au fond de leurs loges \ Chasseriau had clearly- 
chosen first-rate emotive fragments 1 
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Another stream of pseudo-romantic derivative 
popular art in both France and England came out of 
the original romantic art of Jean Francois Millet. 
Millet’s original work represented a genuine enlarge- 
ment of his sentimental experience. But the muddle- 
headed derivative artists who followed him picked up 
from his work a confused pseudo-romantic ‘ dignity 
of labour ’ notion which produced thousands of 
derivative popular works of art. It is to this notion 
that we owe the Juno-esque peasants of Jules Breton , 1 
and of his opposite numbers in this country, the 
navvies in picturesquely torn shirts, and the posturing 
bronze miners of Constantin Meunier. It must be 
recognized that such popular parodies of Millet’s art 
were and are 2 as remote from original romantic art 
as the picturesque peasant presentments of Greuze 
and Boucher were remote in another way. From the 
pseudo-romantic notion of the picturesque peasant and 
the picturesque navvy the nineteenth- century artists 
proceeded to a more original romantic notion of the 
picturesque factory, the picturesque warship and the 
picturesque railway-station. It was not till Cubism 
arrived that machines, warships and so on were 
architecturally perceived. 

In England there was also a derivative popular 
stream that came out of Constable’s original romantic 
landscape. We are so accustomed to thousands of 
imitations of Constable’s pictures that we are apt to 
forget that Constable was a truly original artist. In 
his days brown trees and pink skies were recognized 
by popular artists as familiar emotive fragments. Sir 
George Beaumont, the arbiter eleganiiorum of the 
period, said that a picture, like a violin, should be a 
rich golden-brown colour. When Constable enlarged 

1 4 Elies sont trop jolies pour tester an village ’ was Millet’s com- 
ment on Breton’s debasement of his art. 

2 For they are still produced to-day. 
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his experience by finding green trees and meadows 
emotive he was profoundly original and romantic. 
But the swarm of derivative popular artists who came 
after him merely copied his pictures with lazy and 
addled minds. 

Finally here in England there were the popular 
sentimental, romantic illustrations of scenes of every- 
day life ; these pictures were painted to attract atten- 
tion in the Academy, and to be reproduced. Their 
character was that which I have described in Part I 
under ‘ Romantic popular art \ The men who pro- 
duced them sought to establish contact with the 
spectator’s familiar erotic, sentimental or emotional 
experience, and if the picture proved a success in the 
Academy they succeeded in their aim. 

The course of nineteenth-century descriptive art 
was rather different. The general reaction against 
the art of the eighteenth century which took place in 
Paris after the French Revolution was manifested in 
three forms. The most important was the romantic 
movement. But before that movement arrived there 
were two other movements in Paris. The first was 
the * Back to Republican Rome ’ slogan of Louis 
David, who painted pictures to exhibit the presumed 
sturdy virtues of Republican Rome to please the French 
Republican authorities ; the second was the ‘ realistic ’ 
movement, which eventually produced even more 
degenerate derivative pictures than the romantic 
movement itself. 

The descriptive movement was in fact born deriva- 
tive. It was produced by venal popular artists working 
to attract and please the new bourgeoisie created by 
the Revolution. To achieve this the artists looked 
back to the Dutch genre painting of the seventeenth 
century, most of which had been produced in the same 
spirit and in circumstances that were much the same. 

When Holland threw off the Spanish yoke and 
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started on a new life at the beginning of the seventeenth 
century, modern bourgeois society arrived. Holland 
soon became rich, a country of self-made men of 
property, the sons and grandsons of men who had 
driven out the Spaniard and smashed thousands of 
works of art in churches and cathedrals. The new 
Dutch bourgeois called for a new art. But it was not 
to be an art in the Southern tradition which Rubens 
had once more brought from Italy. It was to be a 
Dutch art. Also, the artists were to remark, it was 
not to be a romantic art stressing warts and wrinkles 
like the art of Marinus van Reymersholm. What was 
required was an art making generic records of the 
solid peaceful worthiness of the new Dutch bourgeois, 
his wife, his house, his servants, his meadows and 
his dog. 

To meet this situation the descriptive popular artist 
arose in Holland. There are those who believe that 
the Dutch painters were disinterested. I doubt it . 1 
The new bourgeoisie had not been going long enough 
when the new art was created for it to have been 
produced by young men of independent means. Rich 
Dutch aunts had not yet died in sufficient numbers to 
have created a class of leisured cultured nephews. 
The new bourgeois was rich but he was still a farmer 
or a tradesman. If he allowed his son to become a 
painter he had to make his living by his work. If he 
could not sell his pictures he was, I am certain, immedi- 
ately apprenticed to another trade. The main mass 
of the Dutch art of the seventeenth century was pro- 
duced by venal descriptive popular artists who set out 
to please farmers and tradesmen ; the artists were men 
of no education ; they sold their pictures, literally, in 

1 I have already referred to Rembrandt as an original romantic 
and Vermeer as an original architectural artist ; and there were of 
course other exceptions, but the general situation I am convinced 
was as I suggest in this passage. 
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the open market-place ; and they painted the kind of 
picture that people in the market-place could under- 
stand. 

Conditions in France at the beginning of the nine- 
teenth century were similar. Descriptive popular art, 
the kind of art which is always demanded by a new 
middle-class after a revolution, was the art demanded 
by the new French bourgeoisie at the beginning of 
the nineteenth century ; and venal popular artists set 
out to provide for this new and profitable market. 
But the nineteenth-century venal descriptive popular 
artists at the outset were also derivative, since all they 
could think of as a means of pleasing the new 
patron was to provide him with imitations of the 
Dutch pictures which were already part of his experi- 
ence of art. 

It is not perhaps without significance that the first 
characteristic descriptive popular genre picture in 
nineteenth-century French art that I have been able 
to discover is the ‘ Interieur de cuisine ’ of a German 
named Martin Drolling, who came to Paris from 
Oberbergheim near Colmar. This ‘ Interieur de 
cuisine , which is now in the Louvre, created a 
sensation in the Paris salon of 1817. The astute 
German had taken the measure of the market and 
started a ball rolling that was destined to grow to an 
size, and to consist of hundreds of thousands 
of kitchen interiors. 

French popular landscape at the beginning of the 
century, when it was not romantic landscape derived 
from Constable, was ‘realistic’ landscape derived 
from Hobbema and Ruisdael ; Charles Jacques added 
a^flock of sheep to this popular tradition— the first, 
of those thousands of flocks of sheep which wander 
through nineteenth-century descriptive popular 
pictures. Troyon, greatly daring, decided to copy 
from Paul Potter, and cattle began to parade round 
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the exhibition walls. From the first decades of the 
century to the very end of it French descriptive popular 
painters continued to attract and please the bourgeois 
and extract his money by providing him with imita- 
tions of Dutch popular genre, portrait and landscape 
painting, and thus to achieve contact with his familiar 
experience of everyday life and with his familiar 
experience of art. 

In England the new bourgeoisie born of the industrial 
revolution was established earlier, and descriptive 
popular art imitating the Dutch pictures arrived a 
little earlier too. When an ambitious venal young 
Scotsman, named David Wilkie, came to make money 
by his brush in London at the very beginning of the 
century, he surveyed the situation and the new bour- 
geoisie and came to the same decision that the young 
German Drolling was to come to in Paris a few years 
later. He put a picture by Teniers on his easel and 
painted ‘ The Blind Fiddler ’, which set the derivative 
Dutch ball rolling in England . 1 The Norwich school 
came straight out of Hobbema. Next came Landseer 
with a degraded version of the Paul Potter tradition ; 2 
then the influence of the pseudo-Dutch-French 
painters crossed the Channel and flocks of Jacques 
sheep invaded the Academy, where, lost in snow- 
storms, we can still see them wandering to this day. 
Finally we had here the venal descriptive popular 
illustrations of everyday life of the Frith variety which 
were painted to attract attention in the Academy 
and to be reproduced. 

1 The swollen size of the English nineteenth-century descriptive 
popular pictures will be discussed in the next section with other 
questions of technique. 

2 Landseer mixed a romantic popular attitude with his derivative 
descriptive art. He treated his animals’ eyes as emotive romantic 
fragments, and concocted sentimental scenes with animals as the 
central familiar emotive fragments. 
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Put briefly then, the works produced in the nine- 
teenth century consisted mainly of (a) derivative 
fweudo-dasMcd popular parodies of classical art • 
(6) derivative pseudo-romantic popular parodies of the 
original romantic art of Delacroix mainly via Delaroche- 
{c) derivative pseudo-romantic popular parodies of the 
original romantic art of Constable and Millet • (d\ 
romantic popular sentimental or dramatic illustrations 
of everyday life painted to be reproduced ; (e) romantic 
popular portraits; (/) derivative descriptivi popukr 
parodies of Dutch seventeenth-century descriptive 
popular genre, portrait, and landscape art; and (?) 

to be P «proffifd“ llluS,rations oi P™ted 

Such was the main character of the art with which 

JT and C ^ zanne France and Whistler in England 

degenemtioT frf / ‘ now u ? xamine the technical 

degeneration and confusions which accompanied this 
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The technique of original classical architectural art 
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of the Greeks. Apart from Puvis, if he can truly be 
classed as an original classical artist, it may be that 
there was no other nineteenth-century painter in France 
or England who was fundamentally both architectural 
and original in kind till we get to Seurat and Cezanne 
in France and Whistler in England . 1 

Puvis’ technique was based on a rather vague 
architectural notion that mural decoration should be 
kept flat and that a simple way of achieving this was 
to paint in pale colours. This technical theory was 
reinforced by the example of the fresco painters of 
Italy whose pictures appear pale to-day, partly owing 
to the absorbent nature of the ground they worked on 
and partly because they have faded. 

In the work of all the pseudo-classical popular 
artists of the nineteenth century the drawing was 
generally based on Greek vases and Greek statues, and 
the colour was based on ‘ Italian frescoes, and no 
attempt comparable even to that made by Puvis was 
made to achieve architectural arrangement of an 
original formal kind. But this derivative weakness 
was not the only weakness in nineteenth-century 
pseudo-classical art. For certain of the artists achieved 
the astonishing feat of combining the pseudo-classical 
idea of art with naturalistic technique. They dressed 
studio models in Wardour-Street chitons and togas, 
stood them on the throne, copied their appearance in 
the studio light, and ‘ faked up ’ a background from 
an engraving or photograph of a Greek building. The 
result they described as a £ classical ’ picture, and on 
Show Sundays they would remind their visitors that 
‘ Architecture is the Mother of the Arts ’, and suggest 
they had done the same kind of thing as the artists 
who produced the Parthenon. 

The technique of original romantic art in the nine- 

1 For Monet, the most architectural of the Impressionists, cf. 
‘ Colour ’, Part III. 
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teenth century was more interesting and important. 
When the first original romantic pictures made their 
appearance the French critics described Delacroix’s 
‘ Le Massacre de Scio ’ as ‘ Le Massacre de la 
peinture ’ ; just as Ruskin spoke contemptuously of 
Constable’s * spotting and splashing ’. Such critics’ 
wrath was roused by the deliberate freedom of the 
original romantic artists’ technique. It was the 
artists’ deliberate disdain of smooth polished execution, 
it was what Delacroix called the ‘ heureuse salete ’ 
created by his ‘ brosse ivre ’, and it was Constable’s 
‘ snow ’ flung riotously about his pictures that made 
the critics of seventy and a hundred years ago speak 
and write about the new romantic painting in much 
the same terms that certain critics speak and write 
about the new classical painting of to-day. 

The new technical idea served by the romantic 
artists was the idea that the actual handling in a work 
of art should be expressive of the artist’s emotional 
condition when he worked. No attempt was there- 
fore made to conceal the series of touches that built 
up their work ; rather the touches were left deliberately 
visible as witnesses of the divine fury or divine languor 
or the virile vigour of the artist’s emotional state ; and 
thus the nineteenth-century romantics started the 
notion that an artist’s actual handling should be 
emotive in itself . 1 

It was for this reason, of course, that all nineteenth- 
century sculpture was modelled by the artist in clay 
and transferred afterwards mechanically by other 
hands to bronze or marble. The romantic sculptor 
could reveal his very thumb-marks and the little strips 
of clay with which he built up his model. With a 
chisel and a hard surface he felt himself constrained. 

1 For this they had the authority of Rembrandt, who before them 
had defied the smooth polished handling of the classical tradition 
and had made his actual handling emotive in itself, 
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This type of romantic emotive handling in sculpture 
is seen in the work of Rodin, and we can see it also in 
the work of Epstein, the leading original romantic 
sculptor in England in our day . 1 

The deliberately free, spontaneous and emotive 
technique of the early nineteenth-century romantics 
was made still more free, spontaneous and emotive 
by the first Impressionists with their ‘ pointilliste ’ 
touch. Seurat, when he founded the modern move- 
ment, put pointillism under control. Later artists of 
the movement abandoned pointillism and all variations 
of romantic emotive technique altogether . 2 But the 
tradition of original romantic emotive technique has 
only been abandoned with great difficulty. Its use 
by Van Gogh was characteristic because Van Gogh 
was not a classical but a romantic artist. Its use by 
more recent painters of the modern movement seems 
to me to be due simply to an inability to recognize that 
in classical architectural art such parade of the artists’ 
emotional condition is meaningless and out of place . 3 

Another aspect of the original romantic artist’s 
technique I have described in the section dealing with 

1 Epstein started as a classical architectural sculptor, and when 
carving, as in his Strand statues, his Wilde Memorial, * Rima 5 and 
so forth, he is always faithful to the architectural principle. When 
he gives his romantic temperament full play he models in clay and 
uses the 4 rough * surface of romantic emotive technique. Cf, * The 
position to-day ’, Part III. 

2 But here cf. also ‘ The position to-day Part III. 

3 Duncan Grant is an example of an artist of the modem move- 
ment who sometimes uses romantic emotive technique in the service 

of original architectural art. Raphael, I imagine, if he surveyed 
any of Grant’s pictures of this kind, would say : ‘ Yes, an original 

classical picture. But why have you spoiled it by talking about 
yourself ? ’ Dobson, who started as a severely architectural 
sculptor, has also in certain recent works adopted the emotive 
romantic modeller’s technique, though in architectural sculpture 
such evidence of manual energy is irrelevant. Cf, 4 The position 
to-day Part III. 



the character of original romantic art in Part I, where 
I pointed out that a romantic picture usually consists 
of a central emotive fragment or a number of emotive 
fragments surrounded with a background which serves 
as a setting to attract attention to the point of focus. 
There also I pointed out that such romantic artists 
often use exaggerated light effects to stress their 
emotive fragments , 1 and that they frequently, for the 
same purpose, use distortion, so that their work is 
often described, and rightly described, as caricature . 2 
It is usual in writing of Rossetti to describe those 
studies of women with distorted necks and pomegranate 
lips which he produced in his later years as his weakest 
work. This I hold to be an error. Those works are 
surely original romantic art in an extremely character- 
istic form. They are as original and romantic as 
Botticelli’s ‘ Venus ’, where the artist used gold leaf 
to stress the high lights in the golden hair — a picture 
by the way which Rossetti, as he never went to Italy, 
never saw . 3 Distortions and exaggerations of this 
kind have been characteristic of original romantics of 
all times and places, and we can find them in the works 
of Rembrandt, Delacroix, Van Gogh, Daumier, Guys, 
Rodin, Degas, Epstein and Augustus John . 4 They 

1 As Rembrandt did. 

2 Cf. 4 Architectural distortion \ Part II L 

3 Two reservations are called for here, (i) Rossetti’s finest work 
I hold to be the sketch for his religious picture 4 The Annunciation ’ 
(if such a thing exists) on which cf. my note in 4 The dishonest 
artist -spectator Part IV. His other early works imitated Gothic 
manuscripts and the moyen-dge-Renaissance costume pictures of 
Maddox Brown (who had studied with Wappers, one of Delacroix’s 
pupils). They were thus derivative popular in kind, cf . 4 Technique 
of the Pre-Raphaelites (2) Botticelli was of course a genius. He 
could and did combine classical architectural and romantic elements 
in his art. 

4 We are so accustomed to Millais’ 4 Carpenter’s Shop ’ that we 
cannot now see in it the original romantic distortions by means of 
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have no relation to architectural distortions, which I 
shall consider later, nor, of course, have they any 
relation to distortions in religious art with which I 
am not here concerned . 1 

Also we must note that the original romantic artist 
uses colours and colour as emotive factors to stress 
his point of focus. Sometimes such an artist finds 
the limitation of the palette to two or three colours an 
aid to the romantic stress which he is seeking. This 
was the case with Rembrandt. Sometimes the 
central fragment or fragments are portrayed in strong 
colours. Sometimes again the point of focus is kept 
relatively colourless and the full gamut is used behind 
as a brilliant setting to the sombre emotive point. 
The original romantic artist, moreover, in using indi- 
vidual colours, has regard to their emotive significance 
deriving from associated ideas. Van Gogh’s letters 
make it clear that he painted a man’s yellow hair and 
a blue background in a celebrated portrait in this way, 
and Delacroix’s use of red as an emotive colour must 
be obvious to every one . 2 

These characteristics of the original romantic art 
of the nineteenth century were all debased in derivative 
and pseudo-romantic popular art. 

which Millais stressed the fragments that he had perceived as 
emotive. But they were so obvious to Dickens that he described 
the boy Jesus in this picture as ‘ wry-necked His Mother’s throat 
as ‘ dislocated the Mother generally as a figure that would stand 
out for ugliness in ‘ the vilest cabaret in France or the lowest 
ginshop in England ’, and the whole picture as ‘ repulsive ’ and 
‘ revolting ’. 

1 The early Christian religious artists deliberately distorted their 
figures to make them seem more saintly and divine . They de-human- 
ized their figures because they were not representing human but 
saintly or divine personages. Cf. ‘ Architectural distortion ’, Part 
III. 

2 Cf. ‘ Human perception ’ in this part and ‘ Architectural colour ’, 
Part III. 
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The original romantic’s spontaneous emotive tech- 
nique was debased by imitators who had no real under- 
standing of its character and purpose and believed that 
free, spotty, vigorous and spontaneous handling was 
a merit in itself. Eventually any other method of 
painting was described as intolerable and ‘ tight ’, and 
every one familiar with the pictures that fill the French 
official salons and with those produced by the legions 
of followers of Sargent and the Glasgow Impressionists 
which fill the English Royal Academy, the Royal 
Oil Institute, the Royal Society of British Artists and 
other such exhibitions to-day, is familiar by the same 
token with thousands of pictures whose only claim to 
attention is a degenerate parody of the original romantic 
artist’s emotive handling. 

The original romantics’ use of a central point of 
focus led likewise to the production of thousands of 
pictures which were merely hack records of fragments 
surrounded with slush as a background setting. The 
original romantics’ stress by means of light effects 
was debased to theatrical lighting which had no 
romantic purpose or other reason for its existence. 
The original romantics’ use of individual colours as 
emotive agents was debased to a haphazard use of 
individual colours without any purpose of romantic 
stress ; and the true romantic use of distortion was 
debased in romantic popular portraiture in the curious 
fashionable-emotive distortions which I have noted 
in discussing the character of these productions in 
Part I, and in magazine covers and other forms of 
‘ commercial ’ popular art where these distortions were 
and are exaggerated to astonishing degrees. 

On the other hand we must note one type of degener- 
ation in nineteenth-century romantic technique which 
was due to a cowardice or venal instinct in romantic 
popular artists which prevented them from stressing 
their emotive fragments by emotive colours or distor- 
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tions. Such degenerate romantic artists often employed 
purely naturalistic technique ; they chose their emotive 
fragment, a naked woman, or a pretty girl in a pretty 
frock, or whatever it might be, and copied the lights 
and shades on the fragment as it appeared in the 
studio at the moment when the model climbed upon 
the throne. 

Goethe, who, as I have already noted, was among the 
first to start the romantic revival of Gothic and was 
one of the romantic movement’s earliest pioneers, was 
also among the first to see that naturalism was a 
technique which degenerate romantic artists would 
probably employ. Thousands of romantic popular 
artists in the nineteenth century were too timid to 
stress their emotive fragments or too anxious to please 
their patrons by a technique which they could under- 
stand to use anything approaching the original roman- 
tic’s methods ; and they fell back first on a natural- 
istic technique which they imitated from the Dutch 
pictures and later on a naturalistic technique derived 
from the camera . 1 

The technique of the pseudo-romantic popular 
costume-picture makers also bore no relation to the 
technique of original romantic art. When derivative 
it was derived from all sorts of painters of all times. 
It was derivative-romantic, derivative-classical, and 
even derivative-naturalistic. A technique imitating 
the naturalistic technique of Dutch, genre pictures was 
in fact used with extraordinary inappropriateness by 
such artists in many of those pictures produced to 
meet the ‘ artistic ’ public’s familiar experience of 
remote emotive fragments which Watts-Dunton 
described in the passage already referred to as the 
‘ Renascence of Wonder ’. Illustrations intended 
to be emotive by reason of the remoteness of their 
subject from daily life were put together from natural- 

1 Cf. next section, ‘ The camera’s influence ’. 
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istic studies of models posing in studios in Wardour- 
Street costumes. There was no limit to the addle- 
pated confusion of the pseudo-romantics ; and Watts- 
Dunton, in raptures over such works, wrote solemnly 
that the artists reached * that world of wonder and 
mystery and spiritual beauty which the old masters 
knew and could have painted had not lack of science 
combined with slavery to monkish traditions of asceti- 
cism crippled their strength’, or in other words that 
the early Italian religious artists would have painted 
in naturalistic technique if they had been technically 
more efficient and had not been faithful servants of 
their religion ! 1 

In nineteenth-century descriptive art in France and 
England the technique was also in part derivative and 
in part naturalistic. The original descriptive artist’s 
technique is most appropriately representational 2 
since his business is the creation of a record symboliz- 
ing an enlargement of his scientific experience of the 
generic character of physical objects or concrete things, 
or an enlargement of his social-historical or moral 
experience of everyday life. But there were so few 
original descriptive artists in the nineteenth century 
that no original descriptive technique was evolved. 

Descriptive art in both France and England, as I 
have already indicated, was born derivative. It was 
founded in France by descriptive popular artists 
imitating the Dutch genre paintings and landscapes, 
and in England by Wilkie and the Norwich school 
doing the same thing. The derivative descriptive 
popular artists who came after occasionally used 
technique derived from other forms of art, but for the 
most part they stuck to the naturalistic technique 
derived from the Dutch pictures, till the new variation 

1 Cf. ‘ Architectural colour Part III, note p. 140 ; and ‘ Archi- 
tectural distortion Part III, p. 149. 

2 Cf. ‘ Naturalism and representation ’ in Parts I and III. 
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of that technique due to the influence of the camera 
arrived. 

The naturalistic technique is merely a matter of 
taking pains in a mechanical task , 1 and in both France 
and England the first derivative descriptive popular 
artists took certain pains in their naturalistic procedure. 

Wilkie and Drolling did not take quite the same 
pains as the Dutchmen, but they were competent 
practitioners all the same. Those who came later 
discovered that the visitors to the salon and the Royal 
Academy were solely concerned with the descriptive 
popular subjects of their works. Provided that a 
certain standard of naturalistic technique was achieved 
(a standard that could in fact be achieved by any 
industrious student at the art schools in three years 
or less) the visitors to the Academy were able to 
recognize such derivative descriptive work as within 
their own familiar experience of everyday life and of 
art ; and the printsellers naturally cared nothing at 
all for the technical aspect of the painting if the subject 
was one that would sell well when reproduced. The 
naturalistic technique of these nineteenth-century 
descriptive popular pictures became for this reason 
poorer and poorer and less and less thorough as the 
century advanced. 

This degeneration of naturalistic technique went 
hand in hand with an enormous increase in the size 
of the pictures. In England, as the artist’s aim was 
solely to attract attention in the Academy, he made 
his pictures larger and larger every year till kitchens 
and cows and anecdotic illustrations became, as a 
matter of course, life-size. In Paris, as the salon was 
much larger and there were also many more galleries 
in the building, the inflation of the size of these 
miserably-painted pictures became even more fan- 
tastic. Landscapes with life-size trees, railway-stations 
1 Cf. ‘ Naturalism and representation (ii) Part III. 
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with life-size engines, life-size rooms with a couple 
of dozen life-size inhabitants, battle-pieces with life-size 
horses and guns became the order of the day. 

Every nineteenth-century artist of this calibre in 
both countries had in his studio a number of these 
monstrosities, which had been to the salon or the 
Academy, and had or had not succeeded in ‘ making a 
sensation ’ or in tempting a printseller to reproduce 
them ; when the artists died, their heirs generally 
offered them to public galleries, which explains why 
we see so many of them in these institutions to this 
day . 1 

This form of degenerate naturalistic technique 
appeared in a vast number of descriptive popular 
pictures in the nineteenth century. But a still greater 
number of pictures were produced in the second half 
of the century, in two varieties of naturalism, which 
were brought about by the influence of the camera. 

One of these twists given to naturalism by the 
camera, which degraded pictorial technique to un- 
imaginable depths, is so important in this inquiry 
that I must examine it at length ; and I must begin 
by a general examination of the camera’s vision as 
compared with human perception and the artist’s per- 
ception, because one twist was caused by a mistaken 
notion of that vision, and the other by a correct under- 
standing of it and a mistaken desire to imitate and 
rival its achievements. 

(2) The Camera’s Influence 
(1) The camera's vision 

Certain of the camera’s limitations are now univer- 
sally admitted. To-day every one recognizes that the 

1 Curators nowadays tend to remove these huge ‘ white elephants ’ 
from the main galleries and put them in corridors or cellars. When- 
ever possible they lend them to any other public institution that 
will take them. 
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camera cannot comment ; that it cannot select ; and 
that the variation between the shortest time and the 
longest time which it can behold its ‘ subject ’ is, in 
daylight, extremely limited. There are still, however, 
many people who imagine that the camera can record 
the forms of physical objects and concrete things and 
the formal relations of such objects and things to one 
another. 

Both these last activities are in point of fact as far 
beyond the camera’s powers as the other activities just 
mentioned. The camera records degrees of light, 
obstructions to light, reflections of light and relations 
of light and shade. It cannot record a house, a tree 
or a man. It can only record the momentary effects 
and degrees of light as affected by such physical objects 
or concrete things. Its records, moreover, are deter- 
mined by two accidental physical factors — its own 
physical position at the moment of exposure, and the 
angle and degree of the light obstructed by or reflected 
by the objects before it. 

The cottage recorded by the camera at ten in the 
morning is a different cottage from that recorded by 
the same camera in the same position at four in the 
afternoon, because the lights and shades — which 
constitute the camera’s records — have entirely changed. 
Also, the cottage recorded at four in the afternoon by 
a camera on the top of a step-ladder is a different 
cottage from that recorded at the same moment by a 
camera placed beneath it on the ground — because the 
physical positions of the cameras are different. 

The camera produces records which fall within our 
familiar experience of degrees of light, obstructions 
to light, reflections of light and relations of light and 
shade because the human eye considered as a lens 
records in very much the same way as the lens of a 
camera ; and it was because the camera’s records 
corresponded largely to the purely mechanical part 
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of the average human vision that, when photographs 
first appeared, the average human being recognized 
them as records of his own familiar experience, and 
called them for that reason ‘ true 

Left to itself the camera can and does give delight- 
fully gay records of light and the effects of light ; and 
also, it must be noted, those records are never purely 
fragmentary in character since they are always inevit- 
ably records of relations of lights and shade, and so 
records of one aspect of formal order or architecture 
in the universe, the aspect manifested in, or thought 
of, as relations of light and shade. But the camera 
cannot record any relation of physical objects or 
concrete things, one to another, except the apparent 
relation caused by momentary effects of light and 
shade . 1 

Finally it must be noted (a) that the camera’s eye 
can see relations of colours in so far as they are relations 
of light and shade ; but (b) that as far as we know 
at present the camera’s vision of individual colours 
does not yet correspond to our own . 2 

1 To this statement it may be objected that we recognize in a 
photograph the camera’s record of our house and the camera’s 
record of the formal relation of our house to the tree behind and so 
on, and that therefore the camera must be said to record forms and 
relations of forms. But this objection is a confusion between the 
camera’s record and the effect of that record on ourselves. The 
camera makes statements of effects of light. We call these state- 
ments a house, and a house in front of a tree, by the use of associated 
ideas. We can go many steps further by the use of associated ideas. 
We can recognize in the photograph our gardener’s cottage and the 
new Crittal windows which we had installed. But the camera 
knows nothing of gardeners or of Messrs. Crittal ; we know these 
things and add them to the camera’s records just as we know about 
the form of the cottage and its formal relation to the tree and add 
that knowledge to the camera’s record. Cf. 4 Naturalism and 
representation (ii) ’ in this part. 

2 Cf. 4 Human perception ’ and 4 The artist’s perception ’ in this 
part, and 4 Architectural colour ’ in Part III. 
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Plate 7. Photograph. (Cf. ‘■The Single Strand \ Part I; 4 Original 
Descriptive Art \ Part I; 6 The Camera's Vision \ Part II; 
‘ Naturalism and Representation Parts I and II; and note on p. 78 ) 



The Camera 5 s vision 

The so-called ‘ artistic ’ photographers of the present 
day do not realize the character or significance of the 
camera’s records. They are so incurably stupid that 
they will not leave the camera to do its business ; they 
want it to do more than it can and only succeed in 
making it do less. ‘ Artistic 5 photographers fake and 
fiddle with their negatives and prints and produce 
hybrid abominations that are not true photographs 
and not works of art. Such photographers nowadays 
generally try to make the camera’s records resemble 
romantic popular art ; they stress familiar emotive 
details in their ‘ touching up.’ If the photograph is 
a landscape they stress familiar dramatic or senti- 
mental ‘ notes ’ in imitation of romantic popular 
landscapes ; and frequently they destroy the photo- 
graph’s gay clear statement, and still further limit the 
photograph’s limited range of colour by a deliberate 
and horrible smeariness that they call ‘ mystery ’ — 
which is, of course, only a variant of the old confused 
pseudo-romantic notion that a fragment is unusual 
and so emotive because it happens to be far away . 1 
If the photograph is a portrait these ‘ artistic ’ photo- 
graphers imitate romantic popular portraits and stress 
the fashionable-emotive or erotic-emotive details — 
and they always enlarge the eyes . 2 

1 Many 1 artistic ’ photographers imitate the pictures of Corot’s 
middle period, which as I shall show later in ‘ Technique of Corot 
and the Impressionists ’ were produced by Corot when he began to 
imitate photographs. A singular example of a vicious circle. 

2 Frequently, of course, their women sitters arrive with their eyes 
enlarged and their lips accentuated by procedures which, as I have 
noted earlier, are the same in character as those of the romantic 
popular portrait painter and are now seen to be the same as those 
of the ‘ artistic ’ photographer. If the women do not stress the 
emotive fragments in their faces before they sit to the camera the 
‘ artistic ’ photographer has to do it later on the negative or print . 
In film studios, I am told, the performers always have to do the 
work themselves, as the subsequent ‘ emotivising ’ of the records by 
hand would be an impossibly long procedure. 
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‘ Artistic ’ photographers are all derivative ; and 
like derivative popular artists they are of two kinds. 
They are either disinterested or venal. In the first 
case they are addle-pated, in the second they are 
tradesmen working to achieve contact with the 
average ‘ artistic ’ spectator’s familiar experience of 
romantic popular art. In both cases they refuse to 
accept the camera’s records, preferring to distort them 
into hybrid imitations of various forms of art . 1 * * 

What I submit then on this point of the camera’s 
true vision is this : 

(<2) the camera can and does record degrees of light, 
obstructions to light, and reflections of light ; 

(i b ) it cannot record the forms of physical objects 
or concrete things ; 

(c) it cannot select ; 

(d) it cannot comment ; 

( e ) it can and does record relations of light and shade ; 

(/) but it cannot record any relations of physical 

objects or concrete things one to another except their 
apparent relation caused by momentary effects of 
light and shade ; 

(g) the camera can see relations of colour in so far 
as they are relations of light and shade ; 

(, h ) the camera’s vision of individual colours does 
not yet correspond to our own ; 

(i) ‘ artistic ’ photographers are neither photographers 
nor artists ; their concoctions are hybrid atrocities 
which destroy the camera’s gay clear records by addle- 
pated or venal attempts to disguise them as romantic 
popular and other forms of art. 

1 Some 4 artistic 5 photographers nowadays distort their photo- 

graphs to disguise them as architectural art ; a procedure which for 

muddle-headedness can only be compared with the pseudo- 

romantic 4 Renascence of Wonder 5 painters who used the naturalistic 

technique. 
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Human perception 

(ii) Human perception 

Stated very briefly the difference between the 
camera and the human eye may be said to be that 
the camera has merely vision while the human 
eye habitually perceives. 

Human perception consists (a) in a mechanical 
physiological vision 1 and (b) in reinforcements to 
that vision which the camera lacks. 

Our mechanical vision like the camera’s is obviously 
influenced by physical conditions. It is influenced 
by our physical position ; by degrees and angles of 
light. Like the camera we can scarcely see anything 
in the dark ; 2 and if there is an obstruction before us 
we cannot see through it. 

So far, obviously, our mechanical vision is much the 
same as the camera’s vision ; and we can, I think, 
speaking generally, find a further common denomin- 
ator in the two mechanical visions (as opposed to per- 
ception) ; for the human eye has the power to register 
mechanically light, degrees of light, obstructions to 
light, reflections of light, and relations of light and 
shade. 

It must be admitted, I think, that our mechanical 
vision 3 is not quite so mechanical as that of the 

1 I make no claims to any special physiological knowledge of the 
mechanical human vision. The comments on that vision in this 
section are based (a) on my own experience as a person with sight 
which oculists and opticians describe as * average normal ’ and 
(b) on many years’ experience as a painter in the course of which I 
have made special efforts to distinguish my mechanical vision from 
my vision reinforced to perception. 

2 I am told that a camera left in a dark room all night does make 
some sort of a record. 

3 In the very general survey which I am attempting here it is 
not, of course, necessary to consider variations from average normal 
sight. We can ignore all those chronic variations which we call 
defective vision and also all the temporary variations caused by 
temporary physiological causes. 
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camera. It has a certain elasticity of its own. We have 
two eyes to the camera’s one and though the process 
of focussing is almost automatic, we see mechanically 
not one vision but two, which we continually fuse. 
This in itself constitutes an elasticity in our vision which 
is foreign to the camera ; and, it may be remarked in 
passing, this elastic automatic focussing is possibly 
the explanation of our sense of the third dimension 
which is usually held to appertain to our perception, 
to derive, that is, from our experience of tactile sensa- 
tions, or in other words to derive from our knowledge 
of the solidity of physical objects and concrete things 
which we have acquired by having at some time or 
other touched them or others like them. Also our 
eye has a certain sensitiveness that would seem to make 
possible an almost direct communication between it 
and our sensations. But it is easy to exaggerate this 
sensitiveness and the directness of this communication 
by confusing our vision with our perception ; because 
the human eye is physiologically, I am told, most 
intimately and elaborately connected with the brain . 1 

But, speaking very generally, we can, I think, say 
that average normal human sight mechanically registers 
light, obstructions to light, relations of light and so on 
in much the same way as the camera. 

Now what is our mechanical vision of relations of 
colours and of individual colours ? 

I have suggested that the camera’s eye can see rela- 
tions of colours in so far as they are relations of light 
and shade, and that the camera’s vision of individual 
colours does not yet correspond to our own. 

1 The ear, I am told, is much less intimately and elaborately con- 
nected with the brain. This is one of the reasons why comparisons 
between our reactions to music and our reactions to pictures are so 
dangerous. Music makes a much more direct assault upon our 
sensations through the ear than art can make upon them through 
the eye. Cf. ‘ Architectural colour Part III. 
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The human eye, I fancy, registers mechanically 
relations of colour in much the same way as the camera 
does. It registers such relations mechanically, that 
is to say, in so far as they are relations of light and 
shade. • But the human eye also mechanically registers 
individual colours (though the colourman’s names, 
red, blue, and so on, are not added till our vision is 
reinforced by the brain) ; and it does this in a way 
that is different from the camera’s registrations of 
individual colours. 

If we look at a picture or a wall painted in different 
colours our eye does, I think, mechanically register 
the individual local colours, but it has much more 
difficulty in registering mechanically the relations of 
the colours because they are not to the same extent 
relations of light and shade as the relations of colours 
are in ‘ nature ’. The camera suffers from the same 
limitations in respect to such relations of colours on 
a flat surface, and it is also, at present, unable to register 
individual local colours in a way that corresponds to 
the human vision. The camera confronted with a 
picture can only register the variations of colours on 
its surface in so far as they are relations of light and 
shade. But its registration of the individual colours 
is peculiar to itself. Light blue, white and grey in a 
picture seem much the same to the camera ; so do red 
and black, or orange and dark grey. It is for this 
reason that photographers when ‘ taking ’ a painted 
picture use a special device to ‘ correct ’ the camera’s 
vision of individual local colours, to bring it, that is 
to say, nearer to the mechanical vision of the average 
normal human eye. 

It must, however, be observed that our eyes’ mech- 
anical registration of individual colours does not operate 
to the same extent in all conditions. The nearer we 
are to an object the more intense is our mechanical 
registration of its individual local colours. As things 
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recede farther into the distance our eye mechanically 
registers less and less the individual local colours and 
more and more the light and shade, and the relations 
of colours as part of light and shade. 

I shall further discuss the questions connected with 
the relations of our mechanical vision to the camera’s 
vision in the sections which immediately follow. For 
the moment all I submit is : 

(1) that speaking very generally the mechanical 
action of the normal human eye is much like that of 
the camera in the registration of light, degrees of light, 
obstructions to light, reflections of light, relations of 
light and shade, and relations of colours in so far as 
they are part of light and shade ; 

(2) but that our eye mechanically registers individual 
colours in a way that is not, at present, the normal 
procedure of the camera ; 

(3) that this last characteristic of our mechanical 
vision does not apply to individual colours seen at a 
distance. 

Or in other words, I submit that when we look with 
half-closed eyes we mechanically see much what the 
camera sees except that in the foreground we see 
individual colours in a characteristic way ; and that 
when we wear dark glasses we mechanically see a 
world like the camera’s records which we know as 
photographs. 

Now that which we see by the mechanical operation 
of our eyes is converted to perception by reinforce- 
ments of various kinds. These reinforcements are 
physiological and psychological ; intellectual and 
emotional ; conscious and unconscious. Associated 
ideas, imagination, memories, knowledge, sensations, 
moods, deep-seated psychological attitudes and a 
hundred other ingredients which are the concern of 
psychologists, all play their parts in forming these 
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reinforcements. The exact constitution of these 
reinforcements varies with every individual and 
with every separate perception by every individual 
man. 

The fundamental fact about our perception is 
simply this. By the aid of oar reinforcements we 
perceive roughly what we desire to perceive, and ignore, 
as far as is physically possible, what we do not desire to 
perceive. 

We seek continually to adjust ourselves to life. 
Men of high mental energy desire to effect this adjust- 
ment by enlargement of their experience, and the 
reinforcements they call up to convert vision to per- 
ception are selected to this end. Men of low mental 
energy seek to effect adjustment by re-experiencing 
experience which is already theirs ; and the ingredients 
of their perception are selected for this purpose. Men 
of exceptionally degenerate mentality adopt an active 
obstinate psychological attitude of hostility to keep 
enlargement of experience from their doors ; the 
perception of such men, whom we call Philistines, 
is controlled, limited and given its character by the 
Philistine’s cowardly conviction that the adjustment 
to life which he is seeking will be dangerously 
jeopardized if he permits any enlargement of his 
experience to take place. 

For the special purpose of this inquiry we need 
some rough grouping of the reinforcements which 
we can call upon to help us convert our vision to the 
kind of perception we desire to achieve. I submit 
that for our purpose we can divide the reinforcements 
into those which help us to perceive formal relations, 
i.e. architectural order ; those which help us to perceive 
emotive fragments ; and those which help us to per- 
ceive the generic character of physical objects and 
concrete things, and to achieve social-historical and 
moral experience through perception. 
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Further than that, at this point, for our special 
purpose, it is not, I fancy, necessary to advance. 

What I submit then on this point of our perception 
is : 

(a) that the reinforcements which we can call upon 
to convert our vision to perception are numerous and 
diverse in character ; 

(h) that we make our selection among them to help 
ourselves perceive what we wish to perceive ; 

(c) that what we wish to perceive depends on the 
character of the adjustment to life which we are 
attempting at the time. 

(tit) The artist’s perception 

From the last section and the earlier classifications 
I have made the reader will be prepared for the com- 
ments on the artist’s perception which I now submit. 

There is, I am convinced, no single grouping of 
the reinforcements to our vision which is solely 
characteristic of the artist’s perception as such . 1 
Different artists, I am certain, perceive with different 
groups of reinforcements and each group is parallel to 
that used in similar perception by other normal men. 
The artist is not different from other mortals ; his 
special powers are special merely in degree. 

The classical architectural artist’s perception is 
achieved by the reinforcements that enable normal 
men to convert their vision to perception of formal 
relations, i.e. architectural order. The romantic artist’s 
perception is achieved by the reinforcements that 
enable normal men to perceive emotive fragments. 
The descriptive artist’s perception is achieved by the 

1 Those who, like Mr: Roger Fry, argue forcibly in the opposite 
sense, base their case on the assumption that only art concerned 
with formal order can properly be described as art. It is only on 
this basis that Mr. Fry’s view can be maintained. But that basis, 
as I am trying to show throughout this inquiry, I regard as wrong. 
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The artist’s perception 

reinforcements that enable normal men to perceive 
the generic character of physical objects and concrete 
things, and to achieve social-historical and moral 
experience through perception. 

When we say, ‘ The artist paints what he sees,’ we 
are talking nonsense unless what we mean by an artist 
is the man who make studies in the naturalistic tech- 
nique which is an activity achieved by a deliberate 
degrading of human perception to its foundation of 
mechanical vision. 

What we should say, I submit, is, ‘The artist paints 
what he perceives ’ ; for here we have a formula so 
general that it embraces the three main kinds of artistic 
perception and all the countless variations within each 
kind. 

We all mechanically see things in much the same 
way ; and the artist mechanically sees them much as 
we do . 1 But each individual human being and each 
individual artist perceives differently ; and the par- 
ticular character of each individual’s perception and of 
each artist’s perceptions varies with each act of per- 
ception, though the general character of each in- 
dividual’s perception and the general character of 
each artist’s perception is dictated by that which the 
individual or the artist desires to perceive ; because 
the artist’s perception, like our own, is part of his 
individual adjustment to life. 

When we say that ‘ the artist paints what he per- 
ceives ’, we must recognize of course that, in the case 
of original artists, perception may be actual or 

1 After many years the artist tends to see almost mechanically 
what he has frequently perceived. When he adopts the attitude 
that any enlargement of that habitual perception is unnecessary he 
is, of course, just a Philistine. It is the degenerate artist-Philistines 
of this kind producing derivative popular art in imitation of their 
own earlier productions who are the bitterest enemies of original 
art. 
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imagined. 1 Here again there is, I am certain, no 
special type of imagination peculiarly characteristic of 
the artist. The original classical architectural artist’s 
imagination is the normal human imagination of 
architectural order, the original romantic artist’s 
imagination is the normal human romantic imagina- 
tion ; the original descriptive artist’s imagination 
is the normal human descriptive imagination. The 
difference in all cases is simply one of the degree. 
The artist is simply a man who has the power to 
realize his actual or imagined perception (of any 
calibre) to the point of inventing symbolic concrete 
form to express it. 

(iv) Technique of the Pre-Raphaelites : the Daguerreotype and 

Ruskin. 

We can now look in more detail at the part played 
by the camera in degrading nineteenth-century tech- 
nique. 

It is difficult to fix a definite year as the point when 
photography began to influence Western European 
painting. Daguerre was awarded his pension by the 
French Government and took out his patent in Eng- 
land in 1839, and the calotype followed soon after ; 
the ’fifties saw the development of collodion processes ; 
collodion emulsion was invented in 1864, gelatine 
emulsion in 1871 ; by the ’eighties the use of the 
gelatine-coated plate was general ; and the first com- 
mercial half-tone process dates from 1882. Speaking 
generally, from 1850 onwards the camera’s influence 
can everywhere be seen. 

The camera in one aspect was an element in the 
industrial revolution. It was a labour-saving device 
which, like all labour-saving devices, made certain 
calculations irrelevant and rendered certain standards 
of judgment out of date. It was, moreover, not only 

1 Cf. ‘ Architectural form ’, Part III. 
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a labour-saving device, but also a parlour game, and 
something more important than either — a lens that 
made records which corresponded very largely to the 
records made by the average mechanical human 
vision as opposed to human perception of any kind. 

Photography on its first appearance in this country 
was advertised as ‘ a useful and elegant invention 
But it was not for its usefulness or its elegance that 
the world acclaimed it. The sensation caused by its 
appearance was due to the mistaken notion that a 
photograph was a record of physical objects and con- 
crete things of the same kind as would normally be 
made of the same physical objects and concrete things 
by an artist of exceptional skill. ‘ The camera cannot 
lie ’ became a nineteenth-century slogan because in 
the beginning people thought that the only difference 
between a photograph registering the camera’s vision 
and a picture registering an artist’s perception was 
that the picture could record physical objects and 
concrete things in what was called at the time ‘ the 
proper colours of nature ’, whereas the photograph 
could only record them in a monochromatic scale. 
At the beginning people failed to recognize (a) that 
the camera recorded not physical objects and concrete 
things but only one aspect of such objects and things, 
i.e. their effects in light at the moment of exposure of 
the lens, and ( b ) that this aspect, though all or nearly 
all that which is apprehended mechanically by human 
sight, is only the beginning of that which is appre- 
hended by human perception. 

Ruskin’s view of the camera’s vision was based at 
the outset on these misconceptions . He saw daguerreo- 
types for the first time in 1845 in Venice, where he was 
drawing palaces ; and he wrote to his father as follows : 

‘ Daguerreotypes taken by this vivid sunlight are 
glorious things . . . every chip of stone and stain is 
there ... it is a noble invention . . . anyone who 
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has worked and blundered and stammered as I have 
done for four days and then sees the thing he has 
been trying to do so long in vain done perfectly and 
faultlessly in half a minute won’t abuse it afterwards.’ 
A little later we find him saying : ‘ Photography 
misses certain of the utmost subtleties of natural 
effect ’ — (he was thinking, of course, of Turner’s per- 
ception of effects of light) — ‘ while it renders subtleties 
of form which no human hand could achieve ’ — a 
description which is the exact opposite of the truth, 
since the camera cannot take cognizance of forms or 
record them, while it can and does record and record 
exclusively, effects of light. In his old age Ruskin 
saw his error and began to warn students to keep clear 
of the study of effects of light which he pointed out 
then had been encouraged by the camera and to urge 
them to concentrate instead on the study of generic 
forms. But before that change arrived his misconcep- 
tion of the camera’s vision had had immense results 
on his own attitude to painting and, owing to his great 
influence, on English art. 

Many young artists in England in the ’fifties, shar- 
ing Ruskin’s enthusiasm for the new invention and 
failing to see the fallacies in his rhetoric, imagined that 
the camera had set a standard of completeness in 
detailed records of the forms of physical objects and 
concrete things which it was the artist’s duty to attempt 
to rival ; and the first result of the photograph in 
England was an effort on the part of such artists to 
achieve a minute naturalism to rival early photographs. 
— which were of course much ‘ sharper ’ than the 
‘ muzzy ’ productions of modern ‘photographic 
art ’. 

Thus English artists, as I have already noted, were 
led in the middle of the nineteenth century to natural- 
istic technique, partly by the example of the Dutch 
pictures which Wilkie was among the first to imitate, 
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and partly by an attempt to rival the camera’s vision, 
the character of which they misunderstood. 

The camera is bound to record all the effects of 
light which it sees before it. Encouraged by Ruskin , 1 
the young English artists of the ’fifties mistook this 
limitation for the power of recording completely in 
every detail the generic forms of physical objects and 
concrete things. Desiring to rival this supposed 
achievement of the camera they set out to evolve a 
naturalistic technique in the execution of which they 
imposed on themselves the camera’s limitation which 
prevents it from selecting. 

This represents the first twist given to nineteenth- 
century naturalism by the camera. Naturalism, as I 
have already noted, had already been adopted by 
popular nineteenth-century artists like Wilkie who 
set out to do the same thing as the Dutch popular 
artists had done before and to do it by the same means. 
The influence of daguerreotypes and of early ‘ sharp ’ 
photographs was responsible for converting the deriva- 
tive naturalistic technique of Wilkie into a passionate 
pursuit of an ‘ all-in ’ technique based on mechanical 
vision which the English artists of the ’fifties regarded 
as a moral justification of their art. 

Everyone is familiar with the stereoscopic paintings 
that resulted from this attempt to degrade normal 
selective commenting perception to a mechanical 
‘ all-in ’ description of forms 2 rivalling what was 
supposed to be the vision of the camera. Dyce’s 
‘ Pegwell Bay ’ in the Tate Gallery is a case where 
the artist was clearly influenced also by the monotonous 

1 It is recorded that Hunt when forming the Pre-Raphaelite 
brotherhood read the first volumes of Modern Painters and was 
impressed with Ruskin’s famous ‘ go to Nature in all singleness 
of heart, . . . rejecting nothing, selecting nothing and scorning 
nothing 

2 Cf. ‘ Architectural form ’, Part III. 

m.m.a. 91 


M 


tone and metallic colour of daguerreotypes where the 
metal always permeated through the transparent image 
on the surface. The technique of the Pre-Raphaelites 
in their early pictures was based on the misconceptions 
I have indicated. Ruskin praised the pictures which 
Hunt, Millais and John Brett painted in the ’fifties, 1 
because, as I have shown, he shared the misconceptions 
on which their technique was based ; and owing to 
Ruskin’s preaching, work based on these misconcep- 
tions continued to be produced here in large quantities 
right up to the ’nineties — and such work is still 
occasionally produced to-day. 

In their earliest days the Pre-Raphaelites were 
original romantic artists. For this reason the Phili- 
stines abused their pictures in the way the Philistines 
always abuse such art — by calling them ‘ hideous ’ ; 2 * 
and they considered the artists’ technique hideous 
also. But in 1862 Martineau painted the descriptive 
popular picture called ‘ The Last Day in the Old 
Home ’,nowin the Tate Gallery, and used the ‘ all-in ’ 
descriptive naturalistic technique. By that time the 
technique was no longer new. That fact and the 
popular appeal of the subject won the battle for the 
‘ all-in ’ technique ; and the Philistine’s notion of a 
well-painted picture became the notion of a picture 
‘ with a lot of detail ’. J. F. Lewis met this demand 
with his pseudo-romantic Oriental interiors where the 
artist’s perception was so obviously degraded to 
mechanical vision that Ruskin described his pictures 
as ‘ exquisitely and ineffably Right ’ ; Tissot came 

1 Ruskin, praising the Pre-Raphaelites, said that their object was 

4 to paint nature as it is around them with the help of modern 
science \ By 4 nature as it is ’ he meant nature as seen by mechani- 

cal human vision unreinforced to perception ; by 4 the help of 

modem science ’ he meant ‘ in the way shown us by the daguerreo- 
type 
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across from Paris and made money by pictures painted 
in the same technique ; and Leader appeared to supply 
the same ineffable Rightness in landscape. 

There is a notion that the Pre-Raphaelites’ technique 
was modelled on the technique of the Italian painters 
before the time of Raphael. This, I fancy, is an error. 

The Pre-Raphaelite brotherhood was founded by Ros- 
setti, Millais and Hunt in the autumn of 1848. None 
of these artists was acquainted at that time with the I 

painting of the early Italian artists. None of them 
had been to Italy, and in the National Gallery at that j 

time there was not a single picture by an Italian artist 
before the time of Raphael. 1 * * It is doubtful if any of j 

them had ever seen an Italian Pre-Raphaelite picture. ] 

They chose the title for their brotherhood, as I have 
already mentioned, after looking over a book of en- 
gravings of Gozzoli’s frescoes in the Campo Santo 
in Pisa. Here, says Hunt, they found ‘ that freedom 
from corruption, pride and disease for which we 
sought ’. As original romantic artists the English j 

Pre-Raphaelites set out honestly to enlarge their 
experience and to avoid the * corruption, pride and ! 

disease ’ in degenerate contemporary derivative- 
popular and other forms of popular art. They ; 

based, that is to say, their idea of art on what they j 

believed to have been the idea of art which had served 

1 The first works by such artists to reach the National Gallery 

were the two panels of Saints by Lorenzo Monaco (Nos. 215 and 

216). These were presented by G. W. Cunningham in 1848, but 
whether they were exhibited in that year or not I do not know. 

It is, of course, possible that the young men saw these pictures 
(which are painted in tempera on wood), that the pictures made a 
profound impression on them, and that they studied Lorenzo 
Monaco’s technique and attempted to combine it with their attempt 
to achieve an 4 all-in * naturalistic vision. But there is no evi- 
dence, I believe, that they had seen these pictures, and their own 
account of the selection of their group title is that which I have 
given in the text. 
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as basis for Benozzo Gozzoli. But they could not 
possibly have been influenced by Gozzoli’s technique 
because they had never seen it, and when pictures by 
Gozzoli arrived in the National Gallery, the Brother- 
hood existed no longer, and all the truly ‘ Pre-Raphael- 
ite ’ pictures which these artists ever produced were 
already painted . 1 

The English Pre-Raphaelites’ technique shows little 
or no influence from the formal Italian art, which was 
based on mosaics. The technical basis of these 
English artists was, as I have said, a desire to rival the 
camera’s all-in vision which they mistook for a power 
of completely recording the generic character of 
physical objects and concrete things ; and to this 
basis they added a prejudice for bright tints, derived 
probably from some Gothic manuscripts with which 
Rossetti had made them acquainted . 2 

Of the pseudo-romantic confusion of ideas so 
evident in the work of the degenerate followers of the 
Pre-Raphaelites I have written in an earlier section. 
Here I would merely remind the reader (a) that 
Rossetti himself shook off the confusion and became 
in his later years an original romantic artist, using 
romantic technical distortions to stress unusually 
emotive fragments in pictures which are generally 
considered his worst work, but which I hold to be 

1 The two Gozzolis in the National Gallery were bought respec- 
tively in 1855 anc * 1 ^57- The Pre-Raphaelite brotherhood only 
held together as a group till 1853. 

2 There was also the technical influence of the Flemish primitives. 
Rossetti and Hunt went to Paris and Belgium in 1849-50. They 
already knew Van Eyck's ‘ Jan Arnolfini and his Wife which had 
been bought by the National Gallery in 1 842. They were impressed 
by Van Eyck and Memling in Ghent and Bruges. In the Louvre 
Hunt records that they looked at Fra Angelico's 4 Coronation of the 
Virgin '. This, with the possible addition of the Lorenzo Monaco 
pictures, already referred to, seems to have been the extent of their 
acquaintance with Italian Pre-Raphaelite technique. 
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The Daguerreotype and Ingres 

original, truly romantic and therefore admirable ; 1 2 
(b) that Burne-Jones in his ragout of pseudo-romantic 
subjects and emotive fragments copied discreetly 
from Botticelli and Rossetti, used degenerate Pre- 
Raphaelite technique ; (r) and that Burne-Jones’ 

followers were still more addled in mind and used 
a still more degenerate version of Pre-Raphaelite 
technique. 

(z>) The Daguerreotype and Ingres 

In France at first we find the same misconception 
in regard to the camera’s vision that we find in England. 
For if we compare Ingres, ‘ Odalisque ’ 2 which was 
painted in 1814 with ‘ La Source ’ 2 which was painted 
in 1856, we feel that the differences cannot wholly be 
explained by the reflection that Ingres was thirty-four 
when he painted the first picture and was suffering 
a little from senile concupiscence when he painted 
the second. In the ‘ Odalisque ’, in fact, we have 
colour and modelling in the Italian Renaissance 
tradition of artists like Bronzino, whereas in ‘ La 
Source ’ we have modelling curiously like the illusion 
of modelling in daguerreotypes and also a reflection 
of the metallic monochrome colour which permeates 
the daguerreotype image from the plate. 

Ingres, there is no doubt, was much influenced 

1 As I have already mentioned, I believe the sketch for Rossetti’s 
4 Annunciation 1849, if it exists, to be his best work and perhaps 
the most important religious picture painted in England in the 
nineteenth century. It should also be noted that in his illustrations 
to Tennyson’s poems drawn in the ’fifties, Rossetti showed the 
influence of photographs by making the edge of the frame cut into 
figures in an arbitrary way as they are accident ally cut into by the 
frame in photographs. This trick was imitated later by Byam Shaw 
in his illustrations to Browning. A similar influence of photographs 
on French composition is discussed in * Technique of Corot and 
the Impressionists \ Cf. also ‘ Architectural colour Part III. 

2 Louvre. 
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technically by daguerreotypes in later years, and this 
happened because he was a person who absorbed 
every influence that came his way. Ingres was a 
kind of Haydon. He was at heart a romantic. When 
in Italy he imitated early Italian Renaissance pictures. 
When he returned to Paris after his Italian studies 
the accident that his pictures looked to the superficial 
observer more like the pictures of David than like 
those of Delacroix led the critics to regard him as 
the upholder of the classical tradition, and to hail him 
as the descendant of Raphael, Poussin and Claude. 

This position Ingres accepted, and he tried repeatedly 
to achieve classical architectural compositions. But 
like Haydon he never really grasped the architectural 
principle of classical art. He imagined that purity of 
line was the beginning and end of that conception. 
He was only happy when he could paint or draw a 
portrait and stress emotive fragments as the original 
romantic artist that he truly was. The real Ingres 
is seen in the fingernails of his portrait of ‘M. Berlin V 
in the series of emotive fragments that go to the 
making of his portrait of ‘ Madame Riviere in the 
emotive attitudes of the nudes in his ‘ Bain turque V 
His romantic work was never popular in kind — though 
sometimes it comes perilously near it. Ingres, in a 
word, was never at heart an architectural artist, the 
reinforcements whereby he turned his vision to per- 
ception were not essentially those called up by an 
artist preoccupied with formal relations, and such 
architectural reinforcements as he summoned were 
always mingled with and often dominated by the 
reinforcements that create romantic art. 

These comments are frankly a digression. My real 
point about Ingres at this stage of our inquiry is 
simply that we see the influence of the daguerreotype 
in the technique of his last period and that thereby a 

1 Louvre. 
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twist was given to the naturalistic technique used by 
Drolling and other derivative artists in the venal 
descriptive popular art which they evolved to meet 
the demands of the new French bourgeois created by 
the Revolution, and that it was the same twist as 
that which, as we have seen, led the English Pre- 
Raphaelites to the mistaken notion that the camera 
could completely and perfectly record forms, and that 
it was the artist’s duty to rival the camera in purely 
mechanical non-selective vision. 

(vi) Technique of Corot and the Impressionists 

Ingres was one of the few French artists who fell 
into this particular misconception of the camera’s 
vision. Other French artists soon discovered that the 
camera’s lens recorded not the generic character of 
physical objects and concrete things as perceived by 
representational descriptive artists, but that it recorded 
only effects of light ; and by 1850 the French artists 
had started on attempts to contract their perception 
to the camera’s true vision — attempts which were 
destined to debase pictorial technique in ways quite 
different from the way it was debased by artists who 
failed to understand the camera’s eye. 

Corot was the first French artist whose technique 
was undermined by an attempt to rival the camera’s 
true vision. He was born in 1796, and from 1826 to 
1850 he composed classical landscapes like ‘ Le 
Colisee ’, 1 ‘ La Cathedral de Chartres ’ V Saint Andrd 
du Morvan ’, 1 ‘ Homer e et les Bergers ’ 2 and ‘ Hon- 
fleur — maisons sur les qnais ’. 3 The perception in 
these pictures is architectural. The physical objects 
and concrete things are here perceived in their formal 
relations one to another and this architectural enlarge- 
ment of the artist’s experience is synthetized in new 
formal relations which are the subject of each picture. 

1 Louvre. 2 Saint-Lo. 3 Exhibited French Gallery, 1926. 
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But about 1850, when Corot evidently had seen some 
photographs, he adopted a new manner in which 
formal order ceased to be the subject of his pictures 
and the suggestion of effects of light became the 
subject instead. Corot, in fact, after seeing photo- 
graphs had discovered a short cut to make an effective 
picture and that short cut was to shut off perception 
and record the mechanical impression on his eyes. 
Fascinated by the meritorious results of his first 
experiments in this technique he began more and more 
to make pictures in which trees were registered as 
muzzy silhouettes and foliage registered as formless 
flecks of light. Sometimes he painted an architectural 
or descriptive nude and surrounded it with formless 
degrees of light as a foliage background ; at other 
times he painted both figures and landscapes in this 
photographic light-registering technique. From 1850 
to 1870 he turned out hundreds of these paintings in 
which the much-vaunted silvery colour was only part 
of a general imitation of photographic greys. This 
photographic technique Corot used to express a 
romantic popular attitude which obtained contact 
with the public’s familiar sentimental experience of 
landscape in misty weather. This new manner was 
accordingly at once successful ; and is, I understand, 
admired by many people to this day. 1 

For twenty years Corot continued to supply the 
dealers with fluffy silvery landscapes in this photo- 
graphic technique. But in 1870 when the war came 
he was driven to Paris and the shelter of a studio. 
Here confronted with the problem of painting the 
living model in a studio — a problem scarcely attempted 
since his earliest days — he made in his seventy-fourth 

1 Also as I have noted earlier the 4 artistic 9 photographers now 
repay to Corot the compliment he paid the camera and fake their 
photographs to make them look like reproductions of these photo- 
graphic pictures. Cf. Plate 10, p. 102. 
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year a fresh effort to give play to more architectural 
perceptions ; and in ‘ V Atelier V ‘ La Femme a la 
Perle ’ and ‘ La Dame en Bleu ’ we have once more 
architectural perception and relatively speaking archi- 
tectural technique. 

This studio period was exceedingly helpful to Corot ; 
and when in 1871 he returned to landscape and painted 
‘ Le Beffroi de Douai ’ 1 he produced a picture nearer 
to ‘ Honfleur — maisons sur les quais ’ painted in 1830 
than any he had painted since 1850 ; for the camera’s 
influence here has been excluded from the actual 
painting, though the picture provides evidence, in the 
way the buildings on each side in the foreground are 
cut off by the frame, that Corot had observed the 
possibility of exploiting in pictures the striking acci- 
dental compositions which the camera’s records so 
frequently produce. 1 2 

Corot died in 1875. He thus liYed long enough to 
see the first Impressionist Exhibition of 1874, to see, 
that is, his own coquetting with the camera’s vision 
developed to a conscious system. 

The Impressionists set out to evolve a species of 
painting in which specific forms would be suggested 
purely as the camera suggests them, by records of their 
effects in light. Many volumes have been written 
on French Impressionist technique which is now 
familiar to every one. Here it is only necessary to 
point out {a) that the celebrated spectrum palette of 
the Impressionists and the still more celebrated 
‘ pointilliste ’ method of breaking colours into their 
ingredients and allowing them to fuse at a certain 
distance to the desired *tint, was in fact merely an 
attempt to evolve a system of colouring which it was 

1 Louvre. 

2 This as I have noted earlier had already been done by Rossetti ; 
and as I shall note a little later it was destined to be done regularly 
by Degas and his followers. 
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thought would be that seen in photographs if the 
camera could record its vision of colour, and (b) that 
this artificial palette became in the hands of the leading 
French Impressionists the means for effecting an 
architectural synthesis of an aspect of formal order and 
that this aspect of formal order was the real subject 
of their pictures . 1 2 * * * 

The Impressionists’ technique is tied at one end to 
the photographic art of Corot’s middle period ; it is 
tied at the other both to the modern movement and 
to the degenerate painting by the tone values that I 
shall discuss in the next section ; in itself it was an 
architectural technique used by Monet, Sisley and 
frequently by Renoir as an element in their achieve- 
ment of architectural art. 

Monet, as is well-known, painted a dozen or more 
pictures of the same haystack at different times of 
the day. He set out to prove that his perception of 
the haystack was the same as that of a camera which 
sees from the limitations of its visions a dozen different 
haystacks at different hours of the day. Monet failed 
to prove that he had only sight and not perception 
because his use of the arbitrary spectrum palette was 
an architectural synthesis in itself. But later on 
when English artists painted haystacks in the same 
spirit without the architectural synthesis of colour, 
they convinced us perfectly that they had succeeded 
in degrading their perception to purely mechanical 
vision of momentary effects of light. 

In Degas in the middle period of the movement we 
have an artist who was not architectural but romantic . 8 

1 Monet was the most architectural of the Impressionists though 
his architectural perception was limited to perception of relations 
of colour. Cf. 1 Architectural colour Part III. 

2 Renoir also in his early days was fundamentally romantic but 

being a genius he often succeeded in combining the romantic and 

the architectural attitudes. 
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Technique of the Impressionists 

He exploited the influence of the photograph to original 
romantic ends, and, incidentally, he exploited regularly 
and most successfully the camera’s fortuitous com- 
positions which, as he was the first to observe, bore a 
singular resemblance to the original compositions 
found in Japanese prints. 

Manet, when he was not imitating Velasquez, was 
an original descriptive artist and he exploited in his 
technique the effects of light fusion which he discovered 
in over-exposed photographs. He hampered his 
descriptive powers by his prejudice in favour of photo- 
graphic technique . 1 The incidental fact that he 
painted with gusto and used the free emotive handling 
of the romantic tradition has prevented many critics 
from analysing his motives and procedure and has 
induced them to describe him as ‘ first and last a 
consummate painter ’ — a phrase habitually used of any 
vigorous artist whose brushwork is deliberately emotive, 
though such handling has no significance except in 
original romantic art . 2 

The Impressionist movement ties on the modern 
movement in the person of the aged Renoir who in 
his last years threw overboard his preoccupation with 
the creation of architectural relations of colour, and 
also, in so far as in him lay, his romantic outlook and 
concentrated on the architectural relations of forms — 
which is why most artists of the modern movement 
prefer the classical pictures he painted when he was 
paralysed to the romantic pictures he painted in his 
youth. 

The chorus of abuse that greeted the first Impres- 
sionist exhibitions in the ’seventies would have been 

1 Manet in his most characteristic painting mixed up his colours 
on his palette and painted in the ‘ direct ’ photographic tone values 
technique which I am about to discuss. 

2 It is a phrase frequently used also of Sargent, whose technique 
I shall discuss later. 
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comprehensible if it had taken the form of a protest 
against the photographic basis of Impressionist tech- 
nique. The Philistine critics, must be blamed for 
this and also for their failure to distinguish between 
the limited architectural achievements of Monet, the 
romantic achievements of Degas, the architectural- 
romantic achievements of the youthful Renoir and 
the descriptive achievements of Manet. Rut they 
are not to be blamed for failing to appreciate the major 
architectural achievements of Renoir because these 
did not appear till the modern movement had been 
already launched, when, the Impressionists’ battle 
being won, the Philistines began to use their work as 
a rod wherewith to chastise the newer developments 
of art. 1 

After the Impressionists the photographic vision 
took a terrible hold on the less intelligent artists in 
France. Fantin Latour’s ‘ Atelier de Manet ’, painted 
in 1879, is technically quite photographic. Eugene 
Carriere abandoned colour altogether and painted 
pictures which are nothing but emotive fragments 
drawn by shadows 2 in oil paint ; and the full measure 
of the disastrous results of the French artists’ deter- 
mination to see like the camera appeared in the horribly 
sharp descriptive popular portraits by Bonnat on the 
one hand and in Henner’s romantic popular muzzy 
nudes on the other. 

Thirty years after the French discovery of the 
camera’s true vision the discovery crossed the Channel 
and began to drive from the field the English pictorial 
technique that resulted from the misconception of the 
camera’s vision by the Pre-Raphaelites and Ruskin. 
From 1890 onwards relatively few degenerate imita- 

1 Certain French critics and dealers, as is well-known, fought 
hard for the Impressionists. Duranty and Geoffroy were among 
those critics ; Durand-Ruel was chief among the dealers. 

2 Cf. next section. 
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Naturalism and representation (ii) 

tions of the daguerreotype-Pre-Raphaelite-naturalistic 
technical tradition were produced in England. Since 
1 890 the exhibitions of the Royal Academy, the R.B.A., 
the R.O.I., etc. have been full instead of pictures where 
people sitting in sunlight and shadow under trees are 
painted in a technique that makes the pictures look 
like Kodak snapshots coloured on an easy system of 
yellowish splodges for the light parts and bluish 
splodges for the shadows — a technique which is, of 
course, a coarse derivative parody of the French 
Impressionists’ spectrum palette of 1875, combined 
with the emotive handling of the romantics which, 
in such derivative descriptive art, is meaningless and 
absurd. 

This second twist given to naturalistic technique 
in the nineteenth century by the camera, the twist 
which we see in the pictures of Corot’s middle period 
and in various types of degenerate Impressionism, is 
so important for our inquiry that I must now discuss 
it in further detail. 

(vii) Naturalism and representation (ii) 

Readers who recall my earlier section on the 
difference between naturalistic and representational 
technique in Part I and have followed the rough 
sketch I have given in this part of the degeneration 
of nineteenth-century technique will realize that the 
vast mass of work produced to-day, outside the modern 
movement, is executed in the debased photographic- 
naturalistic technique that appeared for the first time 
in the pictures of Corot in his middle period. 

That technique as I have there mentioned has 
been almost universally taught in the art schools since 
the ’eighties. It is based on the system of ‘ drawing 
by the shadows ’ and painting ‘ by the tone values ’, 
a vicious system 1 that we must now examine. 
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The popular Dutch artists, who used the naturalistic 
technique, copied the appearances of phenomena in 
the particular light before them at the moment. But 
they did not do this consciously and as a system. 
The camera had not yet come to create the notion 
that to paint in this technique was the beginning and 
the end of art ; and the photograph had not yet 
arrived to destroy the artists’ perception of individual 
local colours. 

In the section in which I discussed human per- 
ception I have submitted that the mechanical action 
of the human eye registers relations of colours in so 
far as they are relations of light and shade and that 
our eye reacts to individual colours in a way that is 
different from the camera’s present vision of individual 
colours. The difference between the Dutch painters’ 
naturalistic technique and the debased photographic 
naturalism that arose from the camera’s influence in 
the nineteenth century was simply this : 

The Dutch painters being descriptive artists used 
their mechanical vision of individual local colours as 
a factor in their description. They gave us deliberate 
statements that the cook’s skirt was red and her bodice 
black and they superimposed this statement of their 
mechanical vision of individual local colours on to 
their statements of their mechanical vision of relations 
of light and shade . 2 They did this also physically in 
their technique. That is to say they painted their 
pictures in monochrome and then applied the colours 
separately in transparent glazes ; they thought of 

1 The present professor of drawing in the Royal Academy Schools 
(Mr. F. Ernest Jackson) has, I understand, abandoned this system ; 
he urges his pupils not to see and copy but to perceive and sym- 
bolize. The system was never taught at the Slade School. 

2 Most of the Dutch artists did not reinforce their mechanical 
vision of relations of colours to conscious perception of those 
relations ; it was only an architectural artist like Vermeer who 
could do this. Cf. 4 Architectural colour Part III. 
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red and black and blue as red and black and blue 
when they applied them, not as parts of light and 
shade. 1 

Now the photographic naturalists of the nineteenth 
century were so delighted with the short cut to illus- 
ionist painting, which Corot had evolved in imitation 
of the camera’s records, that they suppressed even 
their mechanical vision of individual colours. They 
threw overboard the popular descriptive aim of the 
Dutch painters and made the imitation of the camera’s 
records their sole preoccupation. They drew by 
copying the lights and shadows and they painted by 
copying the same thing in tinted lights and shadows 
in oil paint. 

The method of drawing taught in the later part 
of the nineteenth century in the art schools was thus 
a method unknown and undreamed of by the old 
masters. Before 1850 no artist drew by copying the 
lights and shadows. All the old masters drew by 
making lines and tones symbolizing their perception 
of form. Their drawings were either symbolic state- 
ments of such perception or else imagined arrange- 
ments of light and shade serving as a note for the 
architectural or romantic disposition of light and 
shade in the picture or engraving for which the drawing 
was a study. 2 It was not till after 1850 that artists 
began to make elaborate smears on paper which would 
remind the spectator of the appearance of a man, a 
tree or a bird as recorded by photographs. 3 

This twist given by the camera to nineteenth-century 

1 Cf. * Architectural colour \ Fart III. 

2 Most of the old masters* drawings are in fact not studies from 
models but studies for compositions, 

3 The final degradation was reached in * stump ' drawing where 
the student was given a dish of black powder and a paper stump 
and by this means in a few months he could produce a smear-copy 
of the lights and shadows before him which looked exactly like a 
photograph and did not contain a single line. 
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drawing was a debasement of the art of drawing because 
light and shade drawings of this kind, as I have stated 
earlier, are produced by a mechanical trick whereby 
the artist’s hand copies mechanically the mechanical 
vision of his eye. For the execution of this technique 
the artist or art student need not reinforce his 
mechanical vision to perception. After some months 
of practice, if he has facility, or some years, if he has 
none, he becomes inevitably so adept at this simple 
trick that he can think and talk of other things while 
he is doing it . 1 

Nineteenth-century photographic painting was 
simply this debased drawing executed in oil paint. 
The student was taught to paint with half-closed eyes, 
to contract his perception that is to the camera’s 
vision. He was taught to suppress even his mechanical 
vision of individual local colours and to see colour 
relations as relations of tones. This system was called 
painting ‘ by the tone values’. 

In practice this meant painting in greys (the photo- 
graph’s range of colours), and if the model had a red 
skirt or a black bodice the student mixed some red 
or black with his grey paste. If, greatly daring, he 
chanced to put in a touch of bright red or strong black 
corresponding to his mechanical vision or his per- 
ception of individual colours, he was told that he had 

1 Portrait draughtsmen who use this trick can chatter brightly to 
their sitters while at work. This from the standpoint of material 
success is a great advantage to the artist ; because sitting to a silent 
artist is a boring business while sitting to an artist who happens to 
be able to talk, though he has not learned to draw but only acquired 
a drawing-trick, can be most agreeable ; and more people will sit 
if sitting is agreeable than if sitting is an affair of silence and bore- 
dom. The same thing applies in a lesser degree in the case of 
photographically naturalistic portrait painters and their sitters. No 
artist using symbolic representational technique which requires 
mental synthesis can think or talk of other things while he is paint- 
ing without damage to his work. 
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thrown his study ‘ out of tone As a result of this 
imitation of photographs in oil paints colours com- 
pletely vanished from late nineteenth-century natural- 
istic technique. At best we got pictures in tinted 
greys and at worst we got the works of Carriere and 
others who made photographic naturalistic imitations 
of light effects in monochrome. 

It must further be observed that as opposed to the 
Dutch naturalists the nineteenth-century photographic 
naturalists did not paint their pictures by two processes 
but by one. They did not underpaint in monochrome 
and subsequently glaze colours on this preparation ; 
they mixed up the final tint on the palette and applied 
it to canvas. This was known as the * direct method ’ 
of painting and was considered a merit in itself. 1 

This system of mixing up coloured tones on the 
palette, or ‘ direct ’ painting, was never employed by 
the old masters in their pictures for two reasons. 

The first reason was that they knew that such 
painting could not physically last because the mixed- 
up tinted grey pastes all eventually return to uniform 
greyness. Such painting, as the old masters knew, 
could only last if the colours composing the paste were 
very loosely mixed together, and if they were applied 
to the canvas in one touch which was never afterwards 
manipulated by the brush, a form of dexterity which 
did not appeal to the old masters and indeed never 
occurred to any artists until the nineteenth-century 
romantics evolved the notion that it was a fine thing 
to see spots and dashes evidencing the fine fury of the 

1 The notion that there was something admirable in this direct 
method was of course a debased version of the original romantic 
idea of emotive technique. It was more dashing to mix up a 
lilac tint of flake-white, rose-madder, blue and black, than to paint 
a monochromatic version in blue-grey and glaze the rose-madder 
later in the manner of the old masters ; and because it was more 
dashing it was more ‘ artistic ’ to the pseudo-romantic mind. 
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artist at his work. The old masters only used the 
method for rough sketches where rapidity of execution 
was their principal aim . 1 

The nineteenth-century painters who painted ‘ by 
the tone values ’ in the direct technique habitually 
pointed to Hals and Velasquez as their historical 
precedents. But they did not look carefully at the 
pictures of one artist or the other. Hals in fact 
glazed all the important pictures of his early and 
middle periods. He used the direct method in his 
sketches and in certain late works painted in his 
dotage when he was also probably continuously drunk . 2 
Velasquez also only used this method in his sketches. 
As every one who has examined his pictures in the 
Prado knows, the only ‘ direct ’ Velasquez painting 
in that gallery is ‘ Las Meninas ’ — an unfinished sketch 
that has lost a great deal of its brilliance in later years . 3 
But the technique of this picture has no relation to the 
finished pictures by Velasquez where the artist, like 
all artists, in their finished pictures, till the nineteenth 
century, always applied colours in successive layers 
and never mixed up finally tinted pastes. 

The second reason why the old masters never used 
the direct method of painting by the tone values was 
that the tradition of perception whereby the artist 
separates in his mind the colours in phenomena before 

1 Very few old masters used it even in sketches. 

2 The only pictures by Hals painted in the direct manner that 
I know are the two groups of male and female guardians of the 
almshouses for old men, in Haarlem, which were both painted 
when he was over eighty. 

3 Whether Velasquez ever intended to paint a picture on this 
foundation we shall never know. Obviously he was confronted 
with a situation that might never recur. Here was this little 
Infanta with her dogs and attendants and the Royal parents disposed 
in a group that he desired to paint. If the thing was to be done at 
all it had to be done quickly. Hence ‘ Las Meninas ’ the central 
part of which was obviously painted at ‘ one go \ 

108 


Naturalism and representation (ii) 

him from other aspects of those phenomena obtained 
throughout Europe till it was destroyed by the camera . 1 
The architectural old masters perceived colours for 
architectural ends, the romantic old masters perceived 
them for romantic ends, the descriptive old masters, 
even the Dutch popular naturalistic painters, as I have 
already observed, perceived them for descriptive ends. 
The old masters did not atrophy their perception of 
colours and their mechanical vision of colour 2 and 
restrict their vision to mechanical vision of colour 
relations as part of relations of light and shade, because 
there were no photographs to tempt them to such a 
course and no art masters to tell them that to do so 
was the beginning and the end of art. 

We commonly assume that the pictures by the old 
masters are richer and more varied in colour than 
those of the nineteenth-century painters because their 
actual colours were superior. This is nonsense. 
Nineteenth-century colourmen supplied excellent 
colours. The pictures painted in them are now grey 
and colourless partly because ‘ direct ’ painting loses in 
course of time whatever brilliance it may have had 
and partly because pictures painted by the tone 
values are not painted in colours but in tinted greys . 3 

1 Cf. 4 Architectural form * and 4 Architectural colour Part III* 

2 Colour is the relation of individual colours. Cf. 4 Architectural 
colour \ Part III. 

3 In ‘ Human perception 5 I suggested that our mechanical vision 
of individual local colours is more intense when we are near to an 
object than when the object is far. away. The nineteenth-century 
painters who used the photographic naturalistic painting-by-the- 
tone- values technique always had the greatest difficulty with the 
foreground. For here their mechanical vision was in conflict with 
the photographic vision they had painfully acquired. Here they 
not only perceived but saw mechanically strong local colours ; they 
dared not put them in for fear of 4 throwing their pictures out of tone \ 
So they usually looked over the foreground altogether , 4 suggested * 
it with smears, and took a point of vision in the middle distance 

where everything, to their relief, could be photographically seen. 
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That the pictures painted by their students in 
debased photographic naturalistic technique were 
colourless and would not physically last did not trouble 
the art masters of the late nineteenth century. For 
their business was to persuade the maximum number 
of students that since they were achieving proficiency 
in the easy tricks of drawing by the shadows and 
painting by the tone values, they were also achieving 
proficiency in art. What happened afterwards was 
not the art masters’ concern. 

What in point of fact happened was of course that 
the student left the art school, took a studio, called 
himself an artist and continued to do the only thing 
he could do — that is to say he went on making studies 
of models by the photographic naturalistic trick ; the 
only difference being that whereas before he had 
brought them home as his art school ‘ studies ’ he now 
sent them to exhibitions in gold frames called ‘ By the 
window ’, * Portrait of an English girl ’, or ‘ Eve ’. 
As every one knows thousands of such productions were 
exhibited every year in every exhibition in the last 
quarter of the nineteenth century ; and thousands 
are exhibited in all our exhibitions to this day. They 
are the W’ork of men who can do one thing and one 
thing only ; and that is the copying of lights and 
shadows on physical objects and concrete things before 
them ; and they can only do this while the light is 
constant and while the objects, or the things, keep still . 1 

1 The symbolic representational artist can always represent 
motion. The naturalistic artist can never do so. The camera also 
can never do this. The photograph of racehorses which I reproduce 
in Plate 7, p. 78, shows what the camera can do in this field. It 
far surpasses anything that a descriptive draughtsman using natural- 
istic technique could accomplish. But it does not begin to represent 
horses galloping as perceived by any human mind. The old artists’ 
formula of the horses with four outstretched legs is one such per- 
ception. In the photograph reproduced the horses look as though 
they were about to fall and break their legs. We have to correct 
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It must moreover be noted that the derivative 
painters who use photographically naturalistic 
technique combined with the yellow-for-the-light- 
and-purple-for-the-shadows formula (which as I have 
observed earlier is a popular parody of the French 
Impressionist’s spectrum palette) are equally mech- 
anical in their procedure and equally dependent on 
the immobility of objects and things and light. 

_ Now, the technical procedure of the representa- 
tional artist has obviously no relation to the degraded 
photographically naturalistic trick. Michelangelo and 
Raphael did not proceed in this manner. Nor did the 
great romantic artists. The immobility of the object 
or thing contemplated is not required by the repre- 
sentational artist. No bisons stood motionless before 
the artists in the caves of Altamira ; Michelangelo did 
not hang a model from the ceiling when he painted 
God creating Adam ; Raphael did not group two 
hundred people in a temple and keep them motionless 
for a month or two while he painted ‘ The School of 
Athens ’. 1 For representational artists see not only 
with their eyes but also with reinforcements converting 

this impression when we look at the photograph by our knowledge 
that the horses will adjust their legs before touching the ground. 
Thus in looking at photographs we sometimes reinforce the camera’s 
records with associated ideas, as I have noted in ‘ The camera’s 
vision and we sometimes correct them by the same means. 

1 In a picture by Jan Steen called ‘ The Drawing Lesson ’ a 
plaster Cupid is shown suspended in a flying attitude from the 
studio ceiling. Naturalistic technique in Holland in the seventeenth 
century was saved from the complete degradation of the nineteenth- 
century procedure by the artist’s use of individual colours ; but it 
was clearly as dependent on the immobility of objects before it. 
Henry Holiday in the nineteenth century when he set out to paint a 
pseudo-romantic picture of the Rhine Maidens posed wax models 
in a glass tank of water constructed in his studio for the purpose. 
Burne-Jones borrowed this tank when he embarked later on an 
‘ imaginative ’ picture of a similar subject. 


their vision to perception ; and their technical pro- 
cedure is simply the creation of symbols for that 
perception. 

The descriptive artist using a representational 
technique looks at an eye, and says to himself : ‘ This 
is an eye ’ ; he then makes a symbol for its generic 
structure as an eye. The romantic artist making a 
representational technique looks at an eye, says to 
himself, £ This is an exciting eye ’, and then makes a 
symbol for the exciting aspect of the eye. The archi- 
tectural artist using a representational technique looks 
at an eye, says to himself : ‘ This is an oval with a dark 
circle in the middle ’, or ‘ This is a convex oval of 
extremely subtle form ’, and then makes a symbol for 
the form to fit in with other symbols of adjacent 
forms perceived in the same way. The photographic- 
ally naturalistic painter looks at an eye, says to himself 
nothing at all and mechanically copies the light and 
shadow that happen to be passing over the eye at the 
moment . 1 

These contrasts become of course still more marked 
when the representational artists use imagined and not 
actual perception. When they do this the photo- 
graphic naturalist is seen to be still more obviously a 
poor creature whose equipment as an artist consists 
in nothing but one degenerate trick. 

We can now, I think, look with advantage at the 
technique of Sargent. 

{mil) Technique of Sargent 

Mr. Roger Fry has said repeatedly that Sargent was 
not an artist. If by this he means that he was not an 
original classical architectural artist, I quite agree with 
him. For Sargent was a romantic popular artist who, 
except when he was imitating some old master, used 

1 Cf. Plate i2, p. no. 


Technique of Sargent 

in his portraits the photographic naturalistic technique, 
and in his landscapes the yellow-for-the-lights-and- 
purple-for-the-shadows pseudo-impressionist formula. 

Anyone who studied the pictures in the Sargent 
Memorial Exhibition and who has discovered from 
earlier parts of this inquiry exactly what I mean by a 
romantic popular artist will know what I mean when 
I describe Sargent as an artist of this kind. For he 
reacted habitually to emotive fragments within his 
familiar experience. Many of these fragments were 
of the fashionable-emotive variety. He made a fortune 
by painting portraits, but he was a disinterested, not, 
I fancy, a venal popular artist . 1 He did not paint to 
achieve contact with the familiar romantic experience 
of other people, he simply made records of familiar 
romantic experience of his own. He was not an 
original romantic artist ; there is no reason to suppose 
from any of his pictures that he enlarged his romantic 
experience by his work ; also he lacked the original 
romantic’s courage to stress the emotive fragments in 
some original way ; and his architectural perception 
was obviously rudimentary. 

Both his portraits and his pictures were at first 
abused by Philistines as though they were works of 
original art because the pseudo-romantic and pseudo- 
impressionist photographic naturalistic techniques in 
which they were painted were still unknown to the 
visitors to the Royal Academy at the time when they 
were first exhibited. But as soon as the Academy 
visitors got used to these techniques (a process made 
easier for them by the swarm of derivative painters 
who immediately copied them) they realized that what 
they had before them was not original romantic art 
asking them to enlarge their romantic experience, but 
popular romantic art representing the familiar romantic 
experience of a man whose experience of that kind was 
1 But cf. ‘ Value of romantic popular art ’, Part IV. 
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very much their own ; and the day came when they 
responded with enthusiasm to Sargent’s paintings — 
which then said to each man among them : ( a ) ‘ You 
are a fine romantic fellow. You have often reacted 
yourself to the kind of emotive fragments here set 
forth ’ ; and (b) * You are a fine artistic fellow. This 
kind of photographic painting of lights and shades, 
and this yellow and purple colour formula have no 
longer any terrors for you. They are both already 
within your own familiar experience of art.’ 

Occasionally Sargent left his naturalistic techniques 
in his wardrobe and made a successful imitation of a 
portrait by Van Dyck. The picture of ‘ Lady Sassoon ’ 
is an example ; though even here certain details like 
the rings and bracelets are seen as formless obstructions 
to and reflections of light with purely mechanical 
vision. But most of his derivative productions were 
merely imitations of the romantic popular portraits of 
the English eighteenth-century painters, or poor 
parodies of the portraits of Velasquez or Van 
Dyck. 

Occasionally on the other hand Sargent contracted 
his perception to mechanical vision of light effects so 
completely and set down degrees of light, obstructions 
to fight and reflections of fight with such marvellous 
accuracy that he produced photographic naturalistic 
painting that has never been surpassed. The portraits 
of Mrs. Wertheimer and Henry James are instances. 
But most of his photographic portraits show little 
more skill in this degraded technique than can be seen 
in the paintings of hundreds of other camera-rivalling 
European painters between 1850 and the war. 

Sargent’s interiors were always purely photographic, 
being nothing more nor less than imitations of effects 
of fight ; and his landscapes were all parodies of the 
original architectural landscapes of Monet and Sisley, 
made hybrid by his romantic popular bias and carried 
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out in the debased yellow and purple parody of their 
‘ pointilliste ’ spectrum palette. 

Sargent has been called a descriptive artist. But his 
attitude, motives and procedure were not those of 
descriptive artists who depict the generic character of 
physical objects and concrete things. Sargent never 
attempted to do this. He depicted physical objects 
and concrete things before him as obstructions to and 
reflections of light. His vision was not reinforced to 
perception of generic character. Such reinforcements 
as his vision had were of the kind that produce 
romantic-fashionable perception, or of the kind that 
produce derivative popular art. ‘ I chronicle ’ Sargent 
used to say ; ‘ I do not comment.’ This was not 
quite accurate. There was romantic popular comment 
in most of Sargent’s work. Had he said ‘ I chronicle 
momentary effects of light and shade ; I do not 
describe ; when I am painting I allow my familiar 
experience of emotive fragments to affect me but apart 
from this I never think ’, he would have told us exactly 
what happened when he worked. 

The character of Sargent’s technique will be recog- 
nized by all readers who have (a) examined carefully the 
technique in Sargent’s portraits of Mrs. Wertheimer 
and Henry James ; ( b ) appreciated the distinctions I 
have drawn earlier between naturalistic and representa- 
tional painting ; and (c) followed the account I have 
given of the twist given to nineteenth-century natural- 
istic technique in France when the artists began to 
imitate photographs and rival the camera’s vision. 

Sargent is sometimes credited with representational 
style. This too, is an error. What passed for style 
in Sargent’s pictures was merely a vulgar interpreta- 
tion of the romantic movement’s doctrine that 
technique itself should be emotive and expressive of 
the artist’s temperament. Sargent suffered from the 
romantic heresy which tried to persuade us that virile 
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spontaneous ‘ direct ’ brushwork was a merit in itself. 
His showy handling was a debased equivalent of 
the ‘ heureuse salete ’ of Delacroix’s ‘ brosse ivre ’d It 
had no relation to representational style in architec- 
tural, romantic or even descriptive art. The difference 
between Sargent’s most brilliant portraits and the 
portraits painted by an artist with representational 
style can be seen if we compare the eyes in the Henry 
James portrait with the eyes in a head by Rubens. 
Sargent did not perceive an eye as a generic eye, or 
as an unusual eye, or as an architectural form. He 
merely copied the lights and shadows that happened 
to be on the eye before him at the moment. Rubens 
was fundamentally an original descriptive artist 2 
whose representational technique had style. An eye 
in a Rubens portrait is a symbol for the artist’s percep- 
tion of generic form, and the accidental light and shade 
of the moment play little or no part in the creation of 
the symbol. 

An important aspect of Sargent’s attitude is the 
popular character of his romantic reaction to emotive 
fragments. His portraits of women often have roman- 
tic points of focus in the eyes and mouth which 
are of course exactly the points of focus which the 
romantic popular illustrators give us on the covers of 
magazines. Another point of focus in Sargent’s 
portraits is frequently the hands which were always 
painted as fashionable emotive fragments, the artist 
having reacted to the familiar fashionable-emotive 
elegance of long fingers, manicured nails and so forth. 

Around the emotive fragments we find in Sargent’s 
pictures the habitual slush of degenerate romantic 
technique which always fails to co-ordinate the points 
of focus. There is, I am certain, no passage in any 

1 Cf. the account of original romantic technique in ‘ Degeneration 
of technique ’ earlier in this part. 

2 But cf. ‘ Genius and the critic ’, Part I. 
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other picture in the National Gallery as degraded, 
technically, as the juncture of ‘ Ena’s ’ skirt and the 
large jar in the famous group * Ena and Betty 
Wertheimer’. 1 It has no architectural, romantic, or 
descriptive justification. The artist simply did not 
know what to do with this juncture. Not being an 
architectural artist the juncture as form did not interest 
him ; not being a descriptive artist he took no interest 
in the generic forms of skirts and pots ; and the frag- 
ments were not emotive to him in any familiar way ; 
so he just ‘ slushed ’ and hoped nobody would look 
at the passage as it was some distance from the bright 
eyes, the smiling lips, the alabaster bosoms and the 
fashionable-emotive hands that are the points of focus 
in the picture. 

What I submit then is (i) that Sargent’s technique 
in his most personal and accomplished portraits was 
at its best degraded photographic naturalism (i.e. 
direct painting by the tone values) exceedingly well 
done ; (2) that in his less accomplished portraits and 
in the countless portraits where as dishonest artist- 
spectator 2 * he passed them out as ‘ right ’ when he 
knew they were wrong, his technique was this trick 
less well or extremely badly done ; (3) that in his land- 
scapes his technique was the photographic naturalistic 
yellow and purple parody of the French Impres- 
sionist’s spectrum palette ; (4) that in his derivative 
portraits his technique being derivative was pseudo- 
technique with no character of its own at all ; (5) 
that what passes for style in his pictures is the old 
romantic heresy that an artist’s technique should talk 
about the artist ; (6) that what passes for characteriza- 
tion in his pictures is a popular record of familiar 
emotive fragments ; (7) that compared with any 

1 Cf. Plate 13 b, p. .ii 8. 

2 Cf, 4 The dishonest artist-spectator \ Part IV. 
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Reconstruction in France and England 

original romantic artist he was unable to discover 
unusual emotive fragments and too timid to stress 
them in any original way ; and (8) that his romantic 
settings to his points of focus rarely co-ordinate 
those points of focus but are often dismally degraded 
slush. 1 

(c) Reconstruction in France and England 

In the foregoing sections and the earlier parts of 
this inquiry I have tried to indicate the general char- 
acter of nineteenth-century art and nineteenth-century 
technique 2 as they appeared to the pioneer artists 
of the modern movement when they decided to return 
to the idea of classical architectural formal art as a 
basis and to evolve new classical architectural formal 
techniques of their own. 

I have said that the movement started in Paris about 
1884; and Cezanne and Seurat are now recognized 
as its most significant pioneers. I have instanced the 
work of Sargent and the yellow and purple parodies 
of the Impressionists’ technique as among the forms 
of painting against which the pioneers protested — 
though Sargent’s work and that of his imitators was 
mainly produced in the ’nineties and in the first decade 
of the present century. 

To explain this I must remind the reader that I have 
not yet insisted on the distinction between the com- 

1 For the value of Sargent’s portraits deriving from the appre- 
ciation of many English and American spectators at the present 
time and the value that may be conferred on them at some future 
time by spectators regarding them as historical documents which 
are both varieties of acquired value, cf. Part IV passim. 

2 As I stated in the Preface, I do not pretend to have given a 
complete account of nineteenth-century art. I have merely tried 
to give a bird’s-eye view from the angle of the artists of the modern 
movement who saw it as a mass of confused ideas and degenerate 
technique and reacted violently against it. 
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Reconstruction in France and England 

mencement of the movement in Paris and the first 
comprehension of its character and the first contri- 
butions towards it here in England. 

For the last hundred years Paris has seen the birth 
of all the attempts to find a raison d’etre for plastic 
art and a criterion of its value to replace the basis and 
criterion formerly provided by religion. 1 Or in other 
words all the artistic movements of the last hundred 
years have originated in Paris. In each case it has 
taken thirty years for the particular attempt to be 
understood in England. At any moment between 
1826 and 1926 we have therefore, in France, a new 
movement surrounded by derivative parodies of the 
last movement and by other forms of popular art ; 
and, in England, a movement which was called 
new, but which was always really a tardy contribution 
to a movement that was the last but one, or 
two, in France ; the English tardy pioneers being of 
course likewise surrounded by derivative parodies of 
earlier movements and by other forms of popular 
art. 

It must be clearly recognized that what has been 
happening since 1826 has again and again been this. 
A group of artists in Paris have thought out a basis 
for their art and made experiments on that basis. 
Ten years later a swarm of derivative popular artists 
arose in Paris and reaped the fruits of the pioneers’ 
experiments. Ten years later still, another group of 
French artists thought out another basis as a develop- 
ment of the last one or as a reaction against it ; and 
ten years later than that they in their turn were imitated 
by derivative artists. Somewhere in the middle of 
the third decade artists in England began to under- 
stand what the first French group had been after and 
those of them who were original tried to enlarge their 
experience on that basis, while those who were 
1 Cf. ‘ Religious and non-religious art Part I. 
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incapable of enlarging their experience either abused 
the French movement or joined the French imitators 
of its productions. Except in the case of the Pre- 
Raphaelites in the early ’fifties and Whistler in the 
’sixties and ’seventies it is true to say that in the last 
hundred years the advanced art in England has always 
been an art that was advanced in Paris thirty years 
before and which as an experimental basis had already 
been superseded in that city. 

The New English Art Club for example, which was 
considered most revolutionary at its inception, was 
founded in 1886 at a time when, in France, the Im- 
pressionist basis of the late ’sixties and ’seventies had 
just been abandoned for the revival of the classical 
idea by Seurat and Cezanne. Most of the early New 
English artists had been to Paris and had had a chance 
to take part if not in the Seurat-Cezanne movement — 
that perhaps would have been asking too much — 
at any rate to take part somewhat tardily in the 
Impressionist adventure. But in 1886 very few of 
the New English artists had seen the point of the 
Impressionist movement, still less of the really ad- 
vanced movement of the time. Clausen was in Paris 
in the ’seventies. He must have seen the pictures 
of Manet, Renoir, and Monet. He came back to 
England and painted ‘ The Girl at the Gate ’ in the 
Tate Gallery. It was not till 1904 that Clausen 
realized the point of the French Impressionist experi- 
ments which he had presumably seen in Paris in the 
’seventies, and then, keeping clear of the spectrum 
palette, he sat down and copied the momentary light 
and shade on haystacks, in barns and so forth, in a 
photographic monochrome technique that out-Coroted 
Corot’s imitations of the camera’s vision. Somewhere 
about 1916 Clausen saw the point of the classical 
architectural basis on which Seurat and Cezanne 
were working in 1886; and since then he has pro- 
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duced some figure studies solving formal problems 
of an architectural kind. 1 

Some New English artists saw the point of Im- 
pressionism in the ’nineties. When Harland printed 
Impressionist sketches in the Yellow Book in 1894, 
and lashed English Philistines to fury, both the Im- 
pressionist and Post-Impressionist battles had already 
been won in France, Seurat had been dead three 
years, Van Gogh four, Gauguin was already back 
from Tahiti, and Cezanne had painted most of his 
most important works. 

The first Post-Impressionist Exhibition in London, 
representing the experiments made on the new classical 
basis chosen by Seurat and Cezanne in 1884, was in 
1910 ; and though many people abused the paintings 
and some praised them nobody treated them as what 
they were — examples of the art produced in Paris a 
quarter of a century before. The pictures were both 
praised and howled at as the very latest thing though 
in Paris by 1910 the Cubist movement, which was a 
development of Post-Impressionism, and the result of 
a new determination to force it back to its logical 
foundations, was already launched.® There was only 

1 This passage must not be interpreted as a criticism of Clausen's 
work as an artist. I am engaged here solely with the relation of 
Clausen's technique to the modern movement. I do not pretend 
to have given even a complete historical statement of Clausen’s 
position which would have indicated that though always thirty 
years behind the advanced original art of his time he has always 
been thirty years ahead of most of his colleagues in the Academy. 
I stress this (a) because Clausen's disinterested courage in repeatedly 
burning his boats is acknowledged and respected by critics of ail 
schools ; and (b) because any criticism of Clausen’s work would 
have to include an appreciation of his singularly gentle attitude. 
My point is simply that there has been no justification for con- 
sidering him ‘ advanced * at any stage of his career. Cf. * The 
value of technique Part IV. 

2 To-day, after the interruption of the war, there is a further 
movement in Paris which is a development of Cubism. 
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one artist in England between 1910 and the war who 
saw the point of the contemporary Cubist experiments. 
That artist was Wyndham Lewis. All other artists 
in England at that time were either tardy converts to 
Post-Impressionism 1 or had still completely failed 
to understand it ; and that generally speaking is still 
the position here to-day. 

Throughout the nineteenth century as I have noted 
earlier the only genuinely ‘ advanced ’ artists in 
England were the Pre-Raphaelites in the first few 
years of their movement, and later Whistler who saw 
the point of Impressionism at the very beginning, 
who saw its weak spot, and used its methods only in 
his water-colours and other sketches, and who saw that 
the path of salvation would be found in a deliberate 
return to purely architectural formal art which he 
himself achieved in ‘ Miss Alexander ’, ‘ M. Drouet ’ 
and several other works, contributing thereby almost 
as much to the modern movement as his contem- 
poraries, the official pioneers in France. 2 

When therefore I referred to Sargent’s works of the 

1 The technical differences between Post-Impressionism, Cubism 
and what I suppose we must call the Post-Cubism of to-day are 
discussed in Part III. 

8 Whistler was not however able to escape the influence of the 
camera. Both the portrait of his mother and the portrait of Carlyle 
are painted in the photograph’s monochromatic range ; and there 
was a good deal of grey-tinting in his use of colour in many other 
pictures. In his best work, technically speaking, he escaped this 
pitfall. In the ‘ Girls in White on a Sofa ’, for example, and in his 
‘ Blue Nocturnes ’ he escaped it. When he did not escape it his 
pictures have all turned or are turning to grey blackness. Whistler 
would have advanced farther along the line to architectural com- 
position had he been able to escape more completely from the 
romantic tradition of a point of focus. In certain of his pictures, 
notably the two mentioned in the text, he achieved this escape ; 
but in many others he adopted a point of focus, and he always 
adopted this romantic technique in his etchings. Cf ‘ Architec- 
tural form ’, Part III. 
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’nineties as works upon which the first artists of the 
modern movement turned their backs I was thinking 
of the English recruits who joined the movement after 
1910. To the French artists who had returned to 
the modern architectural basis in the ’eighties the 
techniques of Sargent and all the other pseudo- 
impressionists between 1890 and 1920 appeared the 
backwash of the French Impressionist technique of 
the ’seventies— which, of course, is exactly what they 
were. The negative lesson which such works taught 
had been already learned by the most intelligent artists 
in France at the beginning of the ’eighties. But in 
England in 1910, when artists began to take an interest 
in the technique of the modern movement, Sargent’s 
pictures and those of the yellow and purple snapshot 
makers who followed him had still a salutary negative 
technical lesson to teach. 1 have referred to them for 
this reason and to stress the point that what the pioneer 
artists of the modern movement saw around them in 
France in the ’seventies and ’eighties was in fact much 
the same kind of thing which the English artists saw 
around them in 1910, and which I am afraid it must 
be admitted they still see around them here in England 
at the present day. 

Roughly then, the art which both groups have 
abandoned is (a) original romantic art, romantic 
popular art and pseudo-romantic art ; (b) original 
descriptive art and descriptive popular art ; and (c) 
derivative art of all kinds. They have abandoned all 
these forms of art in favour of an art based on the 
classical idea that architecture is the mother of the 
arts. 

Technically speaking they have abandoned the 
emotive technique of the original romantics and the 
various degenerate forms of 4 free ’ emotive handling 
that derive from it ; they have abandoned the daguer- 
reotype ‘ all-in ’ naturalism of the Pre-Raphaelites and 

m.m.a. 123 K 


Reconstruction in France and England 

their imitators which was based on a misconception 
of the camera’s vision ; the photographic naturalism 
of Corot in his middle period and all the other imita- 
tions of the camera’s true vision, particularly the de- 
graded procedures known as ‘ drawing by the shadows ’ 
and painting ‘ by the tone values ’ in tinted greys ; and 
all forms of derivative techniques imitating the par- 
ticular way of painting of some artists living or dead. 

This being, I hope, clear, we can now look at their 
own attempts to construct a new classical architectural 
technique. 
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{a) Architectural form 

Post-Impressionism and Cubism 

E VERY original modern artist has, by the fact 
of his originality, a separate technique. But 
there are certain general principles that govern 
such artists’ technique and distinguish it from the tech- 
nique governed by the principles of original romantic 
or original descriptive art . 1 I have already outlined 
these general principles in various connections. I 
must now try to examine them a little further ; and 
I shall begin with the principles that govern the 
modern artist’s attitude to architectural forms and the 
relations of such forms, and his creation of architectural 
pictorial form . 2 

A basic idea of the modem movement is, as we have 
seen, that the business of the architectural artist is 
fundamentally the same as that of the architect. It 
is held as a first principle that the artist must be free, 
as the architect is free, to introduce representational 
details in his work or not ; that representational 
details are no more a necessary part of a picture or a 
piece of sculpture than they are a necessary part of a 
cathedral. It is also held that if the painter or the 
sculptor decides to introduce such details he must do 
so by the architect’s procedure ; that he cannot achieve 
an architectural construction by degrading his per- 
ception to mechanical vision and imitating the 
momentary appearance of some fragment at some 
point of time and space. It is held, in other words, 

1 And, of course, also from technique governed by the principles 
of original religious art. 

a Architectural colour, architectural distortion, and the use of 
perspective are all parts of architectural pictorial form. But for 
the sake of clarity I have split the inquiry into those separate 
sections. 
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that he must not copy fragments in photographically 
naturalistic technique but must (a) reinforce his vision 
to actual or imagined perception ; ( b ) perceive not 
fragments but formal relations ; and (c) force his 
perception to the point of creating a definite organized 
and complete formal symbol compounded of smaller 
symbols homogeneous and consistent one with another 
and with the symbol as a whole . 1 This general 
principle I have already referred to in ‘ Naturalism 
and representation Parts I and II. 

Now what does the modern architectural artist 
actually do ? What is his procedure (a) when the 
enlargement of his formal experience is the result of 
actual perception ; and ( b ) when that enlargement is 
the result of imagined perception ? How does he set 
to work to make a picture ? 

Let us take the first case first. Confronted with 
an arrangement of physical objects and concrete things 
he separates in his mind firstly his perception of 
individual forms from his perception of the archi- 
tectural relations of those forms one to another; he 
separates that is forms from architectural form. Then 
he separates in his mind his mechanical vision of 
individual forms in the momentary effect of light 
before him from his knowledge of the generic character 
and function of those forms ; then he separates that 
knowledge of the forms from his knowledge of their 
generic formal relations one to another ; then he 
separates his knowledge of those generic formal 
relations from his mechanical vision of the effect of 
these relations in the light and shade of the moment ; 
and then he separates his consciousness of any reactions 
in himself to emotive fragments from his consciousness 

1 The homogeneity and consistency of the constituent symbols 
is a vital necessity in architectural technique. (Cf. ‘ The position 
to-day ’.) 


of reaction in himself to the architectural relations of 
forms before him one to another ; and so on and so 
forth. 

Confronted, for example, with a cottage, an oak 
tree, and a sky behind, the artist of this calibre separates 
in his mind his perception of the individual forms 
from his perception of the architectural relations of 
those forms one to another — he separates that is the 
forms from the form. Then he separates in his mind 
the image mechanically seen by his eye of the lights 
and shadows on the cottage, the tree, and the sky, from 
his knowledge that the cottage is a cottage with a bad 
roof which lets the rain in, that the tree is an oak tree 
which at a certain season carries acorns, that the sky 
is one that means that it will probably be fine for at 
least ten minutes, and so on ; then he separates that 
type of knowledge from the knowledge that the tree 
is so close to the cottage that it constitutes a danger, 
and his knowledge that the sky which appears so close 
to the tree is thousands of miles away ; then he 
separates his knowledge of that kind from his knowledge 
that one half of the cottage is darker than the other 
because the sun is behind the tree and the tree is 
therefore casting a shadow on the cottage and creating 
a fantastic pattern on the garden path ; and then he 
separates that knowledge from his consciousness of 
any emotional effect the cottage or tree may have on 
him because the cottage happens to be his home or 
because it has an ‘ old-world ’ character ; and he 
separates that consciousness from his consciousness 
that the formal relations he perceives with the appro- 
priate reinforcements to his vision are such as please 1 
him and make him want to paint a picture which shall 

1 I do not think it is necessary to go farther than this on the road 
to Mr. Clive Bell’s theory that the artist’s impulse to the creation 
of symbolic material form is a ‘ spasm of ecstasy ’. Cf. ‘ Criterions 
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be a symbol of those relations. This general process 
is repeated in respect of each detail perceived until 
the artist has arrived by the process at separated 
perception of the relation of the verticals of the 
cottage to the roof, of the column of the tree trunk 
to the dome of the foliage that crowns it, and so 
on ; eventually he has in his mind a series of sym- 
bolic fragments which he fits together like a jigsaw 
puzzle 1 to create a single symbol for his general per- 
ception of formal relations which is the subject of 
his picture. 

The process is much simpler in the second case 
when the artist’s perception of formal relations is not 
actual but imagined, when the artist that is to say is 
not impelled to paint a picture by the perception of 
formal relations before him in nature but is impelled 
to paint a picture by formal relations imagined in his 
mind , s The process is simpler because the separations 
I have indicated are not involved. This difference 
apart, the procedure in the one case or in the other is 
the same. The imaginative architectural artist is in 
fact simply a man who can imagine formal relations 
to the point of symbolic concrete form, just as the 
imaginative romantic artist is a man who can imagine 
unusually emotive fragments to the same point, and 
the imaginative descriptive artist is a man who can 

x Cezanne, when he was pleased with a piece of work, used to 
slip the fingers of one hand between the fingers of the other and 
say : ‘I’ve got it ’. 

2 When a spectator says : ‘ I do not believe the artist saw it (or 
perceived it) in that way ’, he is generally making one of two errors. 
He is either assuming that the formal relations symbolized are untrue 
because he has never observed them in nature himself, or he is 
assuming that the artist was symbolizing some particular formal 
relations observed in nature when, in fact, his picture symbolizes 
some formal relations imagined. It is of course unnecessary for my 
purpose to speculate on the part played by memories in imagina- 
tion, which is the province of the psychologist. 
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imagine descriptive experience to the same point 
also . 1 

As I have indicated in Part I, in the section dis- 
cussing the architect’s procedure, the materials with 
which the architect or the architectural artist works 
are proportion, balance, line, recessions and so on — 
words which stand for perceived or imagined archi- 
tectural relations of form and colour. Having 
extracted these relations from the scene which he has 
actually perceived or perceived in imagination he sets 
to work to make a concrete symbol the subject of 
which is these formal relations (which if he be a painter 
include of course colour) ; and since his attitude is 
architectural his symbol must have a definite architec- 
tural character and be composed of parts definitely 
architectural in themselves, of parts, that is, which 
have each a definitely architectural character and 
shape. 

This principle was not pressed back to its logical 
basis by the first artists of the movement who are 
known as Post-Impressionists. Seurat was the first 
nineteenth-century artist to attempt a consciously 
architectural technique to symbolize forms and form . 2 
Cezanne only arrived at it after forty years’ search for 
the architectural secret. Both Seurat and Cezanne 
attempted and achieved what might then have been 
thought the impossible. For they succeeded in com- 
bining representational elements in pictures the sub- 
jects of which are as formal as the Parthenon ; and 

1 Blake, who is generally regarded as an imaginative artist, lacked 
this power. The mixture of styles in his work was due either to a 
habit of using his extensive collection of prints to help him to give 
form to his defective descriptive imagination, or else it was due to 
a habit whereby he closed his eyes and saw before him memories 
of descriptive details in his prints. 

2 Seurat’s technique has been admirably described by Mr. Roger 
Fry in Transformations, 


it may be that the years which have passed since they 
died have produced no more perfect solutions of this 
particular problem. Cezanne arrived at his discovery 
by studying classical architectural art in the museums 
and by turning his back on the romantic heresy. He 
discovered it when he saw that the art of Monet was 
not romantic like the art of Degas or the early art of 
Renoir, but architectural in kind because what Monet 
actually did was to create architectural colour symbol- 
izing his perception of relations of light. On that 
basis Cezanne set out to achieve architectural symbols 
not only for relations of light but also for relations of 
forms. That is what he meant by his famous declara- 
tion that he was trying to make Impressionism a 
classical art like the art of the old masters. 

Van Gogh, who was fundamentally a romantic 
artist, is a transitional figure in the modern movement. 
His art was not based on the classical art of Raphael — 
it was based on the romantic art of the Northern 
artists, particularly on the art of Rembrandt to which 
it stands extremely close ; and the technique of his 
art was based on the nineteenth century romantic 
tradition of spontaneous emotive handling. In his 
last years when he painted the chair, his bedroom, and 
the corner of the street with the bright blue sky, he 
was beginning to realize the meaning of architectural 
art. But his main output was romantic and he was 
one of the greatest romantic artists who have ever 
lived . 1 Ty 

Gauguin was also a romantic and a transitional 
figure. He never really understood the classical 
principle of architectural representational symbols 
creating together a single symbol for formal relations. 
He perceived forms rather than form and perceived 
them in the romantic way. The pattern of his 

1 The use of colours by Van Gogh and Gauguin is discussed in 
the next section. 
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pictures moreover was generally derivative — a super- 
ficial imitation of classical compositions, as anyone 
can realize who thinks away his coloured maidens and 
tropical foliage and imagines pseudo-classical figures 
and western foliage to replace them. 

Both Van Gogh and Gauguin used sometimes 
romantic and sometimes architectural technique. But 
they did nevertheless contribute a little to the modern 
movement’s attempt to regenerate painting and pic- 
torial technique on the classical architectural basis, and 
that little was a great achievement in the ’eighties. 
Unfortunately their pictures, admirable though they 
are, have also greatly confused the issue, and im- 
peded progress, since they did not help the world 
to realize that the art of the twentieth century had 
been created by Seurat and Cezanne as, first and fore- 
most, a reaction against the romantic heresy of the 
nineteenth century. 

Renoir was another transitional artist. In his later 
years he began to study formal relations ; and the 
monumental grandeur of his latest nudes marked 
him a convert to the new movement. But here again 
we have an artist who was really a romantic. In his 
late work he abandoned that stressing of his nymph’s 
eyes and of the whiteness of their bosoms that char- 
acterized his early work. But the charming pictures 
that made his reputation are fundamentally romantic 
in kind. 

While Van Gogh, Gauguin and Renoir, all artists 
of great distinction, were at one and the same time 
subscribing to the new movement and confusing the 
issue, more and more intelligent young men began to 
look back again to the pioneer work of Seurat and 
Cezanne, and to feel the need to press back the archi- 
tectural concept to its foundations. * Flat-pattern ’ 
Cubism and ‘ mountain-of-bricks ’ Cubism were the 
result of this return to the root idea. 
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The development of flat-pattern Cubism must be 
considered first. Here we had artists who said to 
themselves : ‘ I must approach my problem like an 
architect. The architect achieves formal harmony 
without representing physical objects and concrete 
things, I must do the same. I must make pictures 
which’ shall be frankly symbols on a flat surface for 
formal proportions, harmonies, recessions and so on 
which I have perceived in nature or which I may be 
able to perceive in my mind s eye, and I must give 
my symbols definite architectural shapes.’ 

That was the idea behind those diagrammatic 
organizations of superimposed planes which I have 
called flat-pattern Cubism . 1 If we examine the 
experiments made on this basis by the most intelligent 
artists we find extreme ingenuity in symbolizing on a 
flat surface the ‘ abstract ’ material with which the 
architect works. Recession, for example, was symbol- 
ized without the aid of perspective by devices which 
I shall describe later ; 2 and it cannot be denied that 
the artists always attempted to symbolize the rhythmic 
growth and energy of the physical world which, from 
the classical standpoint, is much more reputable than 
the mere symbolizing of their own energy by emotive 
handling in records of fragments . 3 

These artists, in their technical reactions against 
illusionist photographic naturalism, made it a point of 
honour to refrain from any procedure which conveyed 
the illusion that any part of the picture was farmer 
from the spectator than the actual canvas. The 
canvas itself, they argued, must appear to be what it 
actually is, i.e. the most distant part of the physical 

1 ‘ The picture is finished as soon as the purely abstract surfaces 
dividing it are organized.* Lhdte. 

2 Cf. 4 Architectural perspective * in this part. 

3 Cf. * Degeneration of technique * and i The technique of bar- 

gent % Part II. 
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contents of the surrounding frame. The picture, 
therefore, had to be composed of surfaces obviously 
imposed one over the other ; and the architectural 
relations between those surfaces had to lead the eye 
back to the canvas but no farther. The artists admitted, 
as it were, the creation of symbols for recession for- 
wards from the canvas but refused to countenance the 
creation of an illusion of recession from the canvas 
backwards into space. 

Hence those curious pictures where pieces of 
coloured paper, buttons and so forth were applied to 
the surface of the canvas as units in the creation of 
formal design — pictures which it is indisputable broke 
entirely fresh ground in pictorial technique . 1 

This stage was followed by an experiment made by 
certain Cubists who composed their pictures with 
symbols for formal relations perceived from several 
points of view. They said to themselves : ‘ The 
architect does not stand in one place and make his 
architectural composition a symbol for a single per- 
ception of formal relations ; he makes his composition 
a symbol for a formal order discovered by different 
perceptions of formal relations experienced at different 
times and in different places. We are architectural 
painters ; we will do the same.’ Hence those 
‘ abstract ’ architectural compositions where one part 
of a violin, perceived from the side, is placed in a 
formal relation to another part of a violin perceived 
from the front, where half a full-face forms an angle 
with a profile hat and so on. The argument in 
justification was this : ‘ In the creation of a symbol 
for formal order on the classical principle the archi- 
tectural artist’s perception of formal relations, i.e. of 
what we call “ form ”, is more important than his 
perception of individual forms ; he is, therefore, 
justified in developing his perceptions of formal 

1 Cf. ‘ Architectural perspective ’ in this part. 
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relations which are essential to his art at the expense 
of his perception of individual forms which are not 
essential or not so essential for his purpose.’ 

Italian Futurism was a perversion of this quite 
justifiable experiment. For the Italian Futurists were 
romantic popular, not architectural artists. They 
composed their pictures with symbols of fragments 
observed from different points of view. But the 
subject of their pictures was not the formal relations 
of such fragments ; the subject was the emotive 
character of the fragments recorded by a continual 
shifting of the artist’s point of view. A Futurist 
picture was the world as a romantic popular artist 
saw it while going round and round on a merry-go- 
round, or travelling in a car. That was obviously an 
entirely different kind of picture from an architectural 
composition composed of symbols for formal relations 
which had been perceived from several points of view 
as formal relations without romantic interest in the 
fragments which revealed those relations. The public 
found Futurism easier to understand than the form of 
Cubism which it perverted but the more intelligent 
Cubist artists recognized at the outset that Futurist 
pictures were romantic popular , 1 and not original 
architectural art . 2 

The various forms of flat-pattern Cubism served 
their purpose as a reaction against illusionist technique 
resulting from vision unreinforced to perception ; they 
served their purpose also as a means of forcing the 
architectural idea of art to a root foundation upon 
which a new classical technique could be constructed ; 

1 The romantic popular character of Futurism was well seen in a 
famous Futurist picture which attempted to achieve contact with 
the spectator’s familiar experience of the sensations caused by the 
medley of sights and sounds rushing in suddenly at an open window, 

2 Severini made his debut as a Futurist, but he has since developed 
into an architectural artist of distinction, 
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and it is true to say that as a result of those experi- 
ments no intelligent artist to-day is wholly uninfluenced 
by the classical architectural idea of art or wholly 
blind to the degenerate character of photographic 
naturalistic illusionist technique. 

Cubist technique in the flat-pattern pictures was 
geometrical in character. The architectural symbols 
used were variations of the square, the circle, the 
triangle and so forth. From this the artists soon 
advanced to a technique using the cube, the sphere, 
the cone, the cylinder and so forth. From pictures 
composed of ordered formal flatnesses symbolizing 
actual or imagined perception of formal relations the 
Cubists proceeded to organize order by means of 
symbols for three-dimensional forms ; they started 
to build up their pictures with pictorial signs for 
cubes, spheres, cones and so on, and sections and 
segments of such three-dimensional forms. The 
argument here was : ‘ We seek to perceive formal 
relations in nature. For the purpose of our archi- 
tectural task we find ourselves perceiving a tree as a 
column and the boughs and foliage above it as a seg- 
ment of a sphere ; we find ourselves perceiving a 
human arm as two cylinders, one beneath the other, 
and a third cylinder divided into five cylinders (called 
fingers). It should be possible to create architectural 
symbols for the relations of forms thus architecturally 
perceived. Let us try to do it and see what happens.’ 

Hence, as a first stage, those mountain-of-bricks 
Cubist pictures where pictorial signs for cubes, 
spheres, cylinders and cones were combined together 
into one symbol for some actual or imagined per- 
ception of formal relations. 

These pictures also served useful purposes ; they 
served to help artists to an architectural perception 
of a head as a conglomeration of forms all equally 
important to replace the romantic artist’s perception 
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of a head as a setting for emotive eyes or an emotive 
mouth, or the same kind of artist’s perception of an 
old man’s head as essentially a snow-white beard or 
emotive wrinkles ; and they served to help artists to 
achieve architectural composition rather than romantic 
composition with a point of focus . 1 

From this first stage of mountain-of-bricks non- 
representational Cubism the artists turned back once 
again to Seurat and Cezanne. I have said above that 
Cezanne combined representational elements in pictures 
the subjects of which are as formal as the Parthenon. 
This is how Cezanne’s pictures strike us to-day when 
we look at them after our experience of flat-pattern 
and mountain-of-bricks Cubist pictures. But to spec- 
tators at the time, Cezanne’s pictures seemed to be 
just representational pictures very badly done. For 
it was assumed that Cezanne was a descriptive artist 
who had set out to describe the generic character of 
mountains and trees or of oranges and apples. When 
the Cubists looked back to Cezanne, after their own 
experiments, the extent to which he had introduced 
symbolic representation into the symbol for formal 
relations which was the subject of his picture, struck 
them as simply miraculous. With great efforts they 
had themselves succeeded in creating architectural 
pictures by eliminating representation altogether. 
Here was a man who had achieved the same thing 
without sacrificing representation to anything like the 
same extent. 

They set out accordingly to train their own per- 
ception to rival Cezanne’s achievement which they 
recognized as more varied and subtle not only than 
their own non-representational architectural produc- 
tions but as also more varied and subtle than the 
productions of Seurat who had forced the architectural 

1 Cf. note on Whistler’s composition in ‘ Reconstruction in 
France and England Part II, pp. 122 and 123. 
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concept nearer to its foundation with an intellect that 
was better trained but less receptive than the intellect 
of Cezanne. 

On this task the artists of the modern movement 
bent all their efforts ; and it is this task upon which 
they are one and all engaged to-day. 

These artists do not set out to describe, and make, 
incidentally, a decoration recalling some architectural 
composition familiar to those familiar with works of 
art. They do not set out to stress emotive fragments 
and make settings for their points of focus. They 
set out to perceive or imagine formal relations and 
force their perception or imagination to symbolic 
architectural concrete form ; they set out also to 
perceive or imagine the formal relations one to 
another of the parts of individual forms and to force 
that perception or imagination also to the point of 
symbolic form, all such forms being homogeneous 
and consistent with one another and with the symbolic 
architectural structure as a whole ; they set out to 
avoid the austerity of flat Cubism and of mountain- 
of-bricks Cubism, on the one hand, and romantic and 
descriptive painting on the other ; they are architects, 
who, incidentally and, on occasion, see fit to represent. 

(h) Architectural colour 

In the section discussing ‘ Human perception ’ in 
Part II, I have submitted that our mechanical vision 
registers relations of colours in so far as they are part 
of relations of light, and that our mechanical vision 
also registers individual colours. 

The Dutch seventeenth-century painters, as I have 
also indicated, produced their naturalistic descriptive 
popular pictures by the use of this mechanical vision 
of individual colours ; while the photographic natural- 
istic painters of the second half of the nineteenth 

M.H.A. 139 h 


century, rivalling the camera’s vision, atrophied their 
mechanical vision of individual colours and crushed all 
colours to tinted greys. 

The architectural artists of the modern movement 
set out to revive and reconstruct the use of colours 
and relations of colour (which artists call colour) on 
the classical basis. They are not content to use 
colours and colour in the Dutch way, still less to 
atrophy their vision of colours to the ‘ tone values ’ 
level. They are also not concerned with using colours 
and colour in the way in which they are used by 
romantic and descriptive artists. 

I have already pointed out 1 that original romantic 
artists use individual colours and colour to stress 
emotive fragments ; and I must now point out that 
romantic artists sometimes use individual colours as 
emotive agents producing emotive associated ideas ; 
they use them, that is to say, as part of their emotive 
technique . 2 

In descriptive art individual colours are either used 
as emotive individual colours or else purely and simply 

1 Cf. ‘ Degeneration of technique ’, Part II. 

2 In early Christian religious art colours were also frequently used 
with deliberate reference to their emotive associated ideas. The 
Virgin’s cloak was often painted blue because when it was remem- 
bered that the Virgin was Queen of Heaven blue became an emotive 
element in the picture. The Virgin’s dress was often painted red 
because Mary was the Mother of Jesus who shed his blood upon 
the Cross ; with that in mind red became emotive in the same 
way. Later in the gloom and hysteria of baroque times when the 
Virgin was thought of as ‘ Notre Dame des Douleurs ’, her robe was 
often painted black and the maximum of emotive quality was given 
to this conception in those images in Spanish churches and cathe- 
drals where the Virgin is robed in black velvet and crowned in 
silver — the black and silver of the funeral cortege. In later times 
we have Rossetti’s religious picture ‘ The Annunciation ’, where 
white is deliberately used as a colour associated in the artist’s mind 
with purity. (For the effects on the spectator of various uses of 
colours and colour cf. ‘ Value of original architectural art ’, Part IV.) 
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as agents in description. The Dutch painters, as I 
have noted , 1 gave full rein to their mechanical vision 
of individual colours. They made the cook’s skirt 
red and her bodice black because they saw red and 
black as such. The nineteenth-century photographic 
naturalists atrophied their mechanical vision of in- 
dividual colours ; they tinted the grey paste they 
used for the cook’s skirt with red, and the grey paste 
they used for her bodice with black as agents in their 
description of the skirt and bodice before them. 

Now the architectural artist’s perception of individual 
colours is exactly the same in character as his percep- 
tion of architectural forms . That is to say, he separates 
in his mind his perception of colours from his per- 
ception of forms ; and he then proceeds to perceive 
relations of the separated colours . 2 

The architectural artist’s perception of individual 
colours is thus a separate process but one which is of 
necessity a preliminary to a study of their mutual 
relations ; and it is such mutual relations which form 
the colour-subject of his picture, which is part of its 
architectural form-subject. 

In contrast to this architectural procedure, involving 
as a necessary condition the study of the mutual rela- 
tions of separately perceived colours, we have, on the 
one hand, the romantic artists’ procedure where the 

1 ‘ Naturalism and representation, (ii) ’, Part II. 

2 Let us suppose artists of the romantic, descriptive and archi- 
tectural characters looking at a young girl’s face. The first per- 
ceives her lips as an emotive fragment and paints them red to stress 
that perception ; the second perceives her rosy cheeks as a generic 
character of a healthy face and paints them red as an agent in such 
description (or if he uses the photographic naturalistic technique 
he paints them a pinkish grey in his description of colour as part 
of the accidental light and shade before him) ; the third perceives 
the red of the lips as one red and the red of the cheeks as another, 
and makes in his picture a symbolic equivalent of the relation of 
the two reds. 
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use of colour-relations is optional and serves only as 
a setting for stressing an emotive point of focus, and, 
on the other, the procedure of the descriptive artist, 
where the use of such relations is again optional and 
serves only as an agent in the description . 1 

We must also remember (a) that in the case of 
architectural artists the perceived colour-relations are 
not imitated but symbolized, and they may be, and 
frequently are, transformed to meet the requirements 
of the general formal organization of the picture ; and 
(b) that the artist’s colour-perception may be actual 
or imagined. 

The spectator who says ‘ I do not believe that the 
artist saw (or perceived) the colour in that way ’ is 
therefore generally making one of two errors of the 
same kind as the spectator who makes a similar remark 
in respect of the forms or form in a picture. He is 
either assuming that the colour relations set down are 
untrue because he has never himself observed those 
relations in nature, or else he is assuming that the 
artist was symbolizing an actual perception when, in 
fact, the colour is a symbol for relations which the 
artist imagined. 

The history of the use of colours and colour by the 
artists of the modern movement is rather curious. 
Cezanne and Seurat proceeded in the way I have 
described, which was a development of the archi- 
tectural use of colour by Monet. But when we get 
to the transitional artists Van Gogh and Gauguin we 
find confusion in their use of colour comparable to the 
other confusions in their work. 

Van Gogh I have described as a great romantic 

1 The use of colour-relations by the Dutch descriptive painters 
was obviously rudimentary. Their pictures have colours but not 
colour. (In this connection it is important once again to remember 
that Vermeer was an architectural artist and that Rembrandt was a 
romantic.) 
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artist ; and he generally used individual colours to 
achieve romantic stress. But to do this he often used 
individual colours as agents producing emotive associ- 
ated ideas. It is clear not only from his work but 
from his letters that in the mind of Van Gogh light 
blue was emotive as the colour of the sky, and that 
yellow was emotive as the colour of the sun ; and I 
believe it is possible that he regularly perceived 
individual colours as agents producing emotive 
associated ideas and had the greatest difficulty in 
achieving architectural perception of relations of 
colour and creating symbols of such relations in his 
pictures. Van Gogh’s use of colours must be regarded 
as the extremity of reaction from the photographically 
naturalistic vision of the ‘ tone values ’ painters 1 ; as 
such it was a contribution to the modern movement. 
But to-day we can recognize that his frequently 
romantic use of colours and colour obscured the true 
character of the modern movement at an early and 
critical stage of its existence. 

Gauguin generally used individual colours for 
romantic stress of a point of focus. But he varied 
this procedure with perception and creation of archi- 
tectural form ; sometimes we get the one thing and 
the other side by side in the same picture ; and 
Gauguin’s use of colours and colour, like Van Gogh’s, 
was responsible for many misconceptions of the 
movement’s character at the start. 

The use of colours and colour by Renoir, the third 
transitional Post-Impressionist, was characteristic. In- 
fluenced by Monet in his youth and middle period he 
disciplined his natural inclination to romantic stress 
by the use of the architectural spectrum palette. 

1 I am speaking, of course, of the work of 1888 and later. He 
worked through several derivative stages, imitating J. F. Millet and 
the Impressionists and others, before he became the original . artist 
that we mean when we say ‘ Van Gogh ’. 
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Later, when he threw in his lot with the modern 
movement he abandoned both procedures. He then 
worked to a great extent in monochrome, and the timbre 
chosen was a curious earth-red. He reduced his 
architectural colour subject, that is to say, to a single 
emotive 1 colour and concentrated on the creation of 
monumental architectural form, of which this colour 
subject was a part. 

When the keener intellects at the end of the century 
decided that the Post-Impressionists had confused the 
issue and began to press back the architectural idea to 
its root foundation, they subjected the use of colour 
to the same intransigent process. 

The flat-pattern Cubists sometimes made relations 
of colours the dominant subject of their experi- 
ments ; and they thus produced some pictures that 
competed with Western experience of Oriental carpets 
or with what I presume to be Oriental experience of 
Scotch plaids. 

The mountain-of-bricks Cubists worked mainly in 
monochrome. 

The Cubist experiments made it possible for 
modern artists to return to Seurat and Cezanne 
with the typical architectural use of colours and colour 
clearly in their minds. To-day they are in possession 
of this secret ; and avoiding the Scotch plaid on the 
one hand and romantic and descriptive uses of colours 
on the other, they use relations of colours as part of 
their form-subject which, as in all classical archi- 
tectural art, is always the real subject of their 
picture. 

1 Associated in his mind with ideas of red-earth, primeval nudes 
and so forth. Watts, for his descriptive art, used a similar red- 
earth with the same emotive associated ideas in his mind. Cf. 
‘ Original descriptive art Part I. For the effects on the spectator 
of the various uses of colour and colours cf. ‘ Value of original 
architectural art ’, Part IV. 
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(c) Architectural distortion 

There have been five kinds of distortion in all 
periods of art : (x) accidental distortion ; (2) religious 
distortion ; (3) romantic distortion ; (4) descriptive 
distortion ana (5) architectural distortion. 

Of these the first, as its name implies, is accidental, 
and the other four are, and always have been, deliberate 
and for a definite purpose. 

Accidental distortions arise when a descriptive artist 
is trying to record the generic character of some 
physical object or concrete thing and describes it 
inaccurately (a) through defective mechanical vision or 
(b) through lack of skill of hand or (c) through some 
subconscious abnormality which he is unable to over- 
come. The first case can generally be remedied by 
glasses, and the second by another six months’ or 
another six years’ practice ; neither is of any con- 
sequence to students of art history because the results 
produced, being accidental, do not enter the domain 
of art. The third case is more interesting. What I 
have in mind here is the artist who has an abnormally 
small head who always draws figures with abnormally 
small heads, or the artist with abnormally short legs 
who always draws figures with the same peculiarity. 
Here presumably the distortion is the result of a com- 
plex in the artist. Psychologists may be able to 
explain it, and psycho-analysts may be able to 
remove it. I am only concerned with the results of 
the complex which again, being accidental, do not 
enter the domain of art. 1 

Among deliberate distortions the religious distor- 
tions are perhaps the most interesting — as they are 

1 Anyone who has worked at an art school will remember such 
cases and will also have noticed that there is sometimes a tendency 
to produce an opposite distortion which psychologists tell us is due 
to the same complex. 
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certainly the most numerous . 1 Such distortions occur 
in magic images, in divine images, and even in narra- 
tive religious art ; and the governing principle I fancy 
is always exaggeration. 

In the Totem image a portion of an animal was 
represented. The aspect or part of the animal which 
was to work magically was distorted by exaggeration — 
it was made, that is to say, as the totem-maker per- 
ceived it, only more so, in the hope that this exaggera- 
tion would make assurance doubly sure. When 
images were made to scare the devil the distortions 
were doubtless fundamentally of the same character. 
The artists took some aspect of man or beast, which 
he associated with strength or fierceness, and exag- 
gerated it. All theriomorphic and anthropomorphic 
magic images, and combinations of the two (as in 
Egyptian magic art), are distorted on this principle. 
The artists made the image like certain aspects of 
beasts or men but more so — the ‘ more so ’, expressed 
by deliberate exaggerated distortion, being resorted to 
in order to make the desired effect more likely to occur. 

The same principle obtained in Egyptian funeral 
carvings which had magic functions connected with 
the protection of the dead. The celebrated full-face 
eye in profile heads in Egyptian art was given that 
form because, while man’s profile was perceived as 
most characteristically man, his full-face eye was 
perceived as most characteristically an eye, and when 
the full-face eye was distorted in size and shape to a 
prominent symbol it was felt that evil spirits would 

1 In the Preface and the first chapter of this inquiry I have 
explained that I have not judged it necessary for my purpose to 
discuss religious art. But I have found it necessary at one or two 
points to refer briefly to certain of its characteristics in order to 
make other points clear. This is one such point. The discussion 
of the religious artists' use of individual colours with associated 
ideas, in the last section, was another. 


Religions distortion 

recognize the sculpture as eternally watching and so 
a formidable foe. It was the magic function of 
Egyptian art which accounts for its extreme formality. 
The little clay figures placed within the tombs had 
no magic function ; they were intended for the con- 
venience of the departed, who was supposed to continue 
his earthly occupations in another world and might 
have need of servants to help him hunt, fish and 
so on. As these figures were not expected to do any- 
thing but obey the dead man’s orders, no distortion 
for a magic purpose was necessary ; and these figures 
were accordingly without distortions and are realistic- 
ally modelled. 

It is frequently assumed that the Egyptians who 
drew full-face eyes in profile faces for thousands of 
years never discovered how to draw an eye in profile . 1 
This, of course, is simply rubbish. All peoples every- 
where very soon attained to a certain standard of 
‘ realistically 5 descriptive drawing and modelling. 
But they never used it in their religious art. In early 
religious art, which was always magic, the most original 
artists available were called upon to invent exaggerated 
distortions that might reasonably be expected to 
‘ work ’. When these distortions had apparently 
worked, they were retained and repeated by magic- 
religious derivative artists because they had worked 
and would presumably work again. This is why the 
technique of Egyptian magic-religious sculpture re- 
mained stationary for so long ; 2 though there were 

1 1 am not convinced by those who tell me that the artists who 
created the magnificent religious and dynastic arts of Egypt were 
not intelligent enough to discover the tricks of naturalistic drawing 
which thousands of ‘flappers’ learn easily every year in our art schools. 

2 It must be observed that in Egyptian dynastic art exaggerated 
distortions were invented as a form of flattery. The majesty, power 
and pomp of the Pharaohs was symbolized in sculpture which 
exaggerated and so distorted the figure to suggest superlative 
majesty, power and pomp. Hence the enormous scale of Egyptian 
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lots of artists who could draw as ‘ realistically ’ as a 
Dutch painter and model as ‘ realistically ’ as a nine- 
teenth-century French sculptor, and who did so when 
engaged on portraits, caricatures, and illustrations of 
everyday life . 1 

In Greek art we come to divine images, that is to 
say, to images where the artist has tried to perceive 
a divine aspect in man and to give that aspect form. 
The Greek religious artists making symbols for such 
perception seized on certain aspects of the human form 
which seemed to them appropriate and exaggerated 
them. Hence the familiar Greek distortion of the 
human nose and brow in the facial type which we 
habitually speak of as the type of the Greek god. 

The Greeks used a modification of their god- 
distortions for demi-gods ; when they were represent- 
ing mortals in their popular art on vases and so on, 
they perceived and drew ‘ realistically ’ and some- 
times they perceived and drew in a romantic way ; 
when they wanted to represent beings who were the 
opposite of gods, they used distortions which were 
the exact opposite of their god-distortions. Thus 
satyrs were always given a broken snub nose and a 
wrinkled brow . 2 In Greek religious art we have, in 

dynastic sculpture and hence also the Great Sphinx, which is a great 
head of Pharaoh typifying his great wisdom on the body of a lioness 
typifying his great courage. The great Pyramids are presumably 
survivals of a time when a pile of stones was put over a grave to 
protect the body from jackals. The tombs of the Pharaohs retained 
the shape of the mound of stones, but the shape was exaggerated 
and distorted to formalism in order to achieve the magic purpose 
of greater and more durable protection for a great king's grave. 

1 In the celebrated Assyrian Lion Hunt in the British Museum 
the lions, as every one knows, are 4 realistically ’ perceived and drawn. 
But the king is drawn with deliberate formal distortion exaggerating 
his royal and unruffled calm. 

2 The agitation against Socrates was doubtless made easier by 
the fact that he looked like the public's familiar experience of the 
appearance of typically ungodlike men as portrayed in art. 
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fact, what we have everywhere, the employment of 
original artists to invent distortions for a religious 
end (in this case the creation of the divine image) and 
the employment of derivative popular artists to copy 
these distortions when their special character had 
been passed as satisfactory from the religious point 
of view ; and in Greece at all periods there were also 
romantic and descriptive popular artists using various 
forms of ‘ realistic ’ techniques. On Greek vases we 
find indeed derivative god-distortions in the figures of 
gods, side by side with quite undistorted figures 
depicting mortals . 1 Nor must we forget in this con- 
nection the well-known story of the descriptive popular 
Greek artist whose cherries were so naturalistically 
copied that they are said to have been pecked at by 
the birds. 

When we get to early Christian divine images 
the distortions are of a different character ; and 
the ascetic spiritual nature of early Christianity is 
very evident. The distortions in this religious art, 
which Watts-Dunton attributed to a crippling of the 
artist’s strength by ‘slavery to monkish traditions of 
ascetism ’, 2 were the expression of that passionate 
separation of the flesh from the spirit which was the 
essence of medieval religious thought. The early 
Christian artists seeking to perceive an aspect of man 
suitable for a divine image thought away the flesh and 
distorted the human body to make it as uncorporeal 
as possible. These distortions were all designed to 
make the uncorporeal body of the saint still more 
uncorporeal when they were re-presenting the form as 
a Divine Man. 

The early paintings of Jesus and the Madonna do 
not look like men and women because they were not 
intended to look like men and women ; the figures 
were intended to be divine personages in human form, 

1 Cf. ‘ Alcamenes by Sir Charles Walston. 2 Cf. p. 74. 

149 


they were intended to be spirits, they were not intended 
to be flesh. Hence those flatnesses and angularities 
that seemed to Watts-Dunton such pitiful examples of 
artistic weakness . 1 

After the invention of divine images original Chris- 
tian religious artists began to be employed in narrative 
religious art where distortions in most cases were not 
called for to the same extent. But even here we 
get Fra Angelico’s deliberately de-humanized angels in 
his Paradise, and later we get El Greco’s hysterically 
saintly saints where the human figure is distorted to 
make it seem more saintly and divine . 2 

In earlier parts of this inquiry I have indicated the 
nature of deliberate distortions in original romantic 
art. Here it is only necessary to add that, when the 
romantic artist distorts in stressing the emotive aspect 
of his chosen fragments, this procedure is another 

1 Russian religious art used such distortions till very recent times. 
We find them also to this day in those Spanish Madonna images 
where the Virgin’s velvet robe is a flat triangular shape within 
which no body is enclosed or intended to be thought of as enclosed. 

1 am not called upon in this inquiry to discuss the effects on 
the spectator of distortions in various forms of religious art. But 
I venture to remark in passing that the very formalised distorted 
flat Madonnas are always regarded as peculiarly sacred and always 
selected for processions. I saw a very lovely triangular-skirted 
Madonna carried in procession in Brussels a year or two ago. 
To the reader who is interested in religious art I commend 4 Religion 
and art 9 by A. Della Seta. 

2 El Greco’s religious distortion is worth a study in itself. He 
had undoubtedly in his mind the notion of the human spirit as a 
j dame. He watched autos-da-fe on the square at Toledo. The idea 
of purification by flame was a madness in the air ; and the writh- 
ing of the flames round heretics at the stake may have eaten into 
his retina and influenced the characteristic writhing line that he 
used in the distortions of his later work. He certainly distorted more 
and more in his religious work as he got older and as the religious 
agonies of his mind became more desperate and acute. Distortions 
never appeared in his portraits ; not even in the 4 Cardinal Tavera ’ 
in the Tavera Hospital at Toledo, which is said to be his last picture. 
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Descriptive distortion 

example of that exaggeration which has always been 
the basic principle of artistic distortions . 1 

I have not made references to deliberate distortion 
in original descriptive art because in that form of art 
such distortions are relatively rare. But the original 
descriptive artist seeking to enlarge his experience of 
the generic character of physical objects and concrete 
things or his experience of a social-historical or moral 
kind does sometimes give form to such enlargements 
by exaggerated distortions in the normal way. Signor- 
elli, for example, gave us not men but flayed anatomical 
figures in his ‘ Last Judgment ’ in Orvieto Cathedral. 
He distorted by removing the top layer and made his 
anatomically constructed figures ‘ more so ’ by this 
means. Watts, enlarging his moral experience, dis- 
torted his figures to a huge scale — a parallel to Egyptian 
dynastic exaggerated distortion ; and other examples of 
such original descriptive distortions will occur to readers. 

Architectural distortions, the kind used by the 
original artists of the modern movement, are also based 
on the ‘ more so 5 principle . 2 The artist here per- 
ceives forms and form architecturally. In his archi- 
tectural perception of a tree-trunk and the boughs and 
foliage above it he perceives the trunk as a cylinder 
surmounted by a segment of a sphere, or in some 
other architectural way ; in his architectural percep- 
tion of a nude man’s body he perceives that also as a 
related series of architectural forms. In creating on 
the classical principle synoptic symbols for such per- 
ceptions in his pictures, -he frequently exaggerates 
such architectural perceptions in architectural distor- 

1 Caricaturists, who are generally original romantic or romantic 
popular artists, as already noted, always use exaggeration as the 
basis of their distortions. Caricatures distorted on any other 
principle are quite meaningless. 

2 The exception represented by the distortions of the flat-pattern 
Cubists is referred to later in this section. 
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tions which are quite deliberate and serve as elements 
in the creation of new architectural form. 

This was the character of the distortions used by 
the mountain-of-bricks Cubists. On the other hand, 
in what I suppose we must call Post-Cubism (by 
which I mean the developments of the modern move- 
ment since the return to the representational Cubism 
of Cezanne and Seurat), the character of the distor- 
tions, though the same, is much less obvious, because 
the architectural character of the artists’ form-subject 
is generally very much less pronounced and the 
artist’s perceptions of individual forms are also less 
evidently architectural in character. 

All these types of exaggerated distortions by original 
artists are thus deliberately evolved for their separate 
purposes. The non-rep resentational Cubists went still 
further. They claimed, as we have seen, the archi- 
tect’s right to assemble in one work architectural 
experience gained by a series of architectural per- 
ceptions. The distortions of the violins, newspapers 
and so forth, ■ shown from several angles, and in 
separated parts, in flat-pattern Cubism, are thus not 
exaggerated distortions but distortions which pay no 
regard at all to the formal structure of individual 
forms as such. There are those who hold that such 
drastic transformation of several perceptions into an 
ordered architectural unity goes beyond any legitimate 
uses of distortion. Frankly this objection seems to 
me quite arbitrary . 1 The distortions of flat-pattern 

1 Unless we are to prefer Ruskin’s * go to nature, selecting no- 
thing etc., and rule out perception in favour of mechanical vision 
we must accept human perception as at least as ‘ true ’ as mechanical 
vision. If we once accept perception in this way — and if we do 
not we rule out all art except art executed in the easy mechanical 
naturalistic technique — I do not see how we are logically to deter- 
mine the point beyond which we must forbid the artist to go in 
reinforcing his vision to perception. Any point is surely as arbitrary 
as any other. 
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Cubism are, I admit, without precedent in religious, 
romantic, descriptive or architectural pictures and 
sculpture. But they are not without precedent in 
architecture, as the Cubist artists of this type pointed 
out ; and there can be no doubt that they opened up 
an unexplored avenue in pictorial design . 1 

But whether I am right or wrong on this point it 
is important to remember (a) that this use of distortion 
by the flat-pattern Cubists is the only step taken by 
any artists of the modern movement which is without 
precedent in architectural painting and sculpture ; and 
that the architectural distortions of the mountain-of- 
bricks Cubists and of the original modern artists who 
have since returned to base their art on the pictures 
of Cezanne and Seurat are normal exaggerated distor- 
tions parallel to the exaggerated distortions of original 
religious, descriptive and romantic artists of all times 
and places ; 2 and (b) that it is much harder to evolve 
an exaggerated distortion for the special purposes of 
any form of art than it is to sit down and copy lights 
and shadows in the naturalistic technique . 3 

(d) Architectural perspective 

The Cubist artists who pressed back the architec- 
tural idea of art to its logical foundation made it a 
point of honour to avoid illusionist naturalistic paint- 
ing, and when they reached rock bottom they refused, 
as we have seen, to admit any suggestion of recession 

1 Cf. ' The position to-day ’, p. 158. 

2 The question of distortions by popular artists has been touched 
on in ‘ Romantic popular art ’, Part I, and ‘ Degeneration of tech- 
nique ’, Part II. There I called attention to the well-knowh 
romantic popular distortions on magazine covers and fashionable 
emotive illustrations. Cf. Plate 30. In ‘ Popular Cubism ’ I shall 
refer again to derivative popular distortions, one form of which, 
seen in derivative religious art, I have touched on in this section. 

3 I know this from personal experience, as I have mentioned in 
the Preface. 
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behind the physical flatness of the canvas. In other 
words they refused to use illusionist perspective. On 
this foundation they started to experiment with 
methods of suggesting recession without the aid of 
this science which had first been used as an archi- 
tectural element in Italian renaissance architectural art 
and had eventually become a mere agent in naturalistic 
illusionist technique . 1 

The first experiments were made by the flat-pattern 
Cubists, who were responsible for the ingenious idea 
of suggesting recession by arbitrary variation of the 
colour and tone of a flat plane in order to suggest 
different distances between that plane and various 
planes behind it. Thus a flat-pattern Cubist would 
put a space of red and across that a space of black ; 
across the two he would write ‘ Le Journal ’ or some 
other letters. The colour and tone of the different 
letters would be devised in order to suggest that the 
red space was much farther away than the black space. 
The letters LEJOU against the black might be dark 
grey and the last letters RNAL against the red might 
be black or white ; as the contrast between the grey 
letters LEJOU and the black space behind was less 

1 The * correct 5 use of perspective was held in the nineteenth 
century to be a merit in itself, though it was only one element in 
a particular tephnique. In the eighteenth century an optical instru- 
ment had been invented by means of which the artist saw the scene 
before him reflected in perspective on his paper. Canaletto is said 
to have used it ; and an instrument doing the same thing is sold by 
artists* colourmen to this day. ‘ Correct * perspective can therefore 
be quite mechanically used. Moreover the elementary perspective 
used by artists is very easy to learn, and 4 correct * perspective can 
therefore be quite easily used without an instrument. The laws 
of perspective, after all, are only the systemisation of human mechan- 
ical vision. The artist needs no reinforcements to his vision to see 
his grandmother as a pigmy at the bottom of the garden and as 
apparently a quarter the size of a child of four by the window. He 
has to call up reinforcements to counteract this mechanical vision 
by his knowledge of the real relative sizes of the figures. 
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violent than the contrast between the black or white 
letters RNAL and the red space behind them, the 
distance between the letters LEJOU and the plane 
behind appeared to be less than the distance between 
the letters RNAL and the planes behind them. 

The violin bow in the picture by Gris which I 
reproduce is used in this way to suggest varying 
recession in the various forms behind it, and the page 
of music in its turn does the same thing . 1 Gris, 
moreover, it should be noted, in his picture has made 
use of cast shadows in some places to suggest recession 
— a procedure regarded as unclassical by pure Cubist 
doctrine. But in his use of cast shadows in this picture 
the artist has avoided naturalism since his violin seen 
from two angles also casts shadows caused by different 
angles of light. 

A less radical use of this system can be found in 
the paintings of Cezanne, who deliberately avoided 
stereoscopic realism in his landscapes, and suggested 
recession by varying the colour and tone of each 
object to stress its relation to the objects on every 
hand. Thus a white wall of a cottage by Cezanne 
is made dark at the edge against lighter forms beyond 
and becomes lighter and lighter till it reaches the roof 
the edge of which is dark ; and against the ground 
Cezanne’s white wall is again dark. These variations 
in the several parts of the flat wall were not seen by 
the artist in the particular effect of light and shade 
before him at the moment. The wall was probably 
mechanically seen as a blaze of uniformly white colour. 
But the artist made the variations in order that his 
painting of the wall at every point should state clearly 
his perception of the wall’s formal relation to each 
and all the surrounding forms, and not merely state 
his mechanical vision of the wall’s momentary effect 
in some particular light. 

1 Cf. Plate 16, p. 134. 
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The flat-pattern Cubists in their system of perspec- 
tive where the variations of the upper or nearer forms 
created the recessions in the forms which were below 
or further back, were thus merely pressing back 
Cezanne’s methods to their architectural foundation ; 
and they also imposed upon themselves the arbitrary 
limitation which forbade the suggestion of a recession 
farther from the spectator than the physical plane of 
the canvas itself ; by which limitation they went 
further on Cezanne’s path than Cezanne himself had 
presumably thought wise or possible. 

This experiment, which was of great assistance to 
the new architectural artists in their study of formal 
relations, was followed by others. 

‘ Our art ’, it was now argued, ‘ is an organization 
of our perception. It is not a record of our mechanical 
vision. Why should we use this science of perspective 
which is merely a formulation of our mechanical 
vision into rules ? Why should an artist say in a 
picture that one of his figures is six feet high and 
another only two when he knows that all men are 
approximately the same height ? Why should we say 
in a picture that railway lines join together half a 
mile away when we know that if they did no train 
could move a yard ? Why should we continue to 
tell these stupid lies ? Let us look instead at the 
pictures by artists of the Orient, at Byzantine mosaics, 
at the works of Duccio and Simone Martini and the 
other primitives who were not led by perspective to 
these perversions of the truth. Uccello sat up all 
night working out problems of perspective, and 
Donatello told him that he was deserting the substance 
for the shadow. Donatello was obviously right from 
the classical standpoint to which we have now returned. 
We will not desert the substance for the shadow. We 
will not paint railway lines converging as they appear 
to our mechanical vision. We will paint them 
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parallel as our perception, reinforced by knowledge, 
tells us that they really are.’ 

This argument, for what it is worth, is of course 
unanswerable ; and the Cubist pictures produced on 
this principle were also of great assistance in the 
modem reconstruction of classical art. 

The mountain-of-bricks Cubists went yet a step 
further. Reacting against illusionist perspective they 
made apparently converging lines run outwards if the 
organization of the lines and forms in the plan of their 
picture was assisted by lines running outwards in 
some particular place ; and they then proceeded 1 
to unite this experiment with the flat-pattern Cubist 
notion of the artist’s right to create form from a series 
of formal perceptions ; and those pictures where 
table-tops perceived from above are set on legs per- 
ceived from some other angle were the result of this 
particular architectural experiment. 

Finally we get to Giorgio Chirico, who recognized 
that the lines used in ‘ correct ’ perspective have an 
architectural significance of the same kind as any 
other architectural forms ; and he set to work to 
construct architectural pictures from those lines and 
from the recessions they suggest. His pictures are 
not scenes seen in perspective ; he does not use the 
science descriptively ; he uses it in a purely architectural 
manner and uses it in this way with extraordinary skill. 

At various points in this inquiry I have compared 
the pictures produced by modern artists to Raphael’s 
‘ School of Athens ’. Raphael’s art was based on 
perception reinforced by the new scientific knowledge 
of the Renaissance. The science of perspective was 
part of that new knowledge ; and as it had not yet 

1 1 am not suggesting that there was a precise chronological 
sequence in these experiments ; in point of fact, of course, they 
overlapped. But it is convenient for exposition to describe them 
in this way. 
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been degraded to serve mechanical vision he was 
able to use it in the creation of architectural art. In 
the period between the production of * The School 
of Athens ’ and the end of the nineteenth century the 
possibility of anything but a purely illusionist use of 
perspective had been forgotten. The modern artists 
for that reason first turned their backs on perspective 
altogether ; they then invented new ways of suggest- 
ing recession, and finally, led by Chirico, they have 
tried to force perspective back to its proper role of 
a technical expedient which the architectural artist is 
free to use or to ignore in his own architectural 
constructions. 

(e) The position to-day 1 

The technical history of the modern movement can 
therefore be summarized as follows : The movement 
was founded by two artists, Cezanne and Seurat, who 
rescued painting from the technical degeneration of the 
nineteenth century by concentrating on the creation 
of architectural symbols for formal relations actually 
or imaginatively perceived. Then came the period 
of the Cubist investigation of the foundation of the 
architectural idea of art and of the architectural con- 
ception of technique . 2 It was then recognized that 

1 December, 1926. 

2 For my own part I must confess that I much regret the shortness 
of the period spent by artists in these fundamental Cubist experi- 
ments. The experiments have been of enormous service to art as 
I have already indicated. But if original architectural artists for 
three generations would work exclusively on the Cubist basis we 
should have, I am convinced, a new architecture and a new archi- 
tectural art. Unfortunately the extraordinary difficulty of the task, 
the interruption of the war and (in the case of the weaker spirits) 
the hostility of the public and of rival artists have combined to pre- 
vent any general efforts to achieve a new classical art. The attempt 
is still being made by a few gallant spirits, but there is now, I fear, 
small hope of any genuine achievement on the Gothic or Renaissance 
scale. 
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Plate 21. Matisse: ‘Interior’. (C/. />. 159.) (Stschoukine Collection, Moscow '. 
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both Van Gogh and Gauguin had failed to find the 
main path and had obscured the issue by reason of 
their romantic bias and their romantic technique ; 
but that Cezanne and Seurat had themselves advanced 
a long distance along that path which later experiments 
had proved to be so fruitful and still, relatively speaking, 
so unexplored. 

Matisse and Picasso have explored this path further. 
The technique of Matisse is 1 calligraphic. His 
representational style is composed of calligraphic 
symbols resembling in character the calligraphic 
symbols of Oriental painting. This type of handling 
is always as conspicuous in a picture as the emotive 
handling of the romantics. The romantic’s emotive 
handling talks about the artist — his verve, his energy, 
his nevrosity, and so on, as I have indicated earlier. 
The calligraphic artist’s technique talks about the 
symbolic nature of the presentation. Matisse’s calli- 
graphy (which includes a stylistic handling of spaces 
of pigments and spots of pigment as well as of lines) 
is obviously a stylistic language just as Michelangelo’s 
calligraphy was a stylistic language ; but the imitators 
of Matisse mistake his calligraphy for emotive romantic 
handling, which it is not. 

Incidentally, it may be noted that Matisse, as an 
architectural artist, relies mainly on an extremely nice 
adjustment of relative scale. The size of every symbol 
in a characteristic picture by this artist is determined 
by its architectural relations to the other symbols in 
the picture. If Matisse enlarges eyes he does not 
enlarge them as a romantic painter enlarges them, 
in order to make them an emotive point of focus, he 
enlarges them because two ovals of this particular 
size are the formal requirements in this particular part of 

1 Or perhaps I should say ‘ was His later technique seems to 
me a hybrid of calligraphic architectural symbolism and naturalistic 
copying of the shadows. Plate 21 shows an early work. 
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this particular picture. Rousseau le douanier made 
this same adjustment of relative scale his main archi- 
tectural preoccupation. The little front dog in his 
‘ Old Joncet’s cart ’ 1 determines the scale for all the 
physical objects and concrete things perceived as 
material for this picture. If the dog is covered over, 
the cart and pony, the people, the trees and the sky 
shrink to half their size at once, the stretch of ground 
back to the distant trees on the right is much restricted, 
and the whole sense of infinity, the sense that is, of 
everything being a part of a universe that continues 
beyond the four sides of the picture, immediately 
disappears. In the same way, if Matisse paints a girl 
in a plaid overcoat the size of the squares will not be 
determined by the squares on the actual coat before 
him but will be determined by the relation of the 
squares to the oval of the face, to the form of the hat, 
and to the other architectural symbols in the picture. 

Picasso after an early romantic period and his 
period of austere * abstract ’ architectural experiment, 
set himself the problem of building a new classical art 
that would recapture the peculiar serenity of Greek 
architectural sculpture. The technique in the work 
of his maturity is neither romantic-emotive nor calli- 
graphic. Like the technique of an architect or of a 
Greek architectural sculptor it is completely sub- 
ordinated to the architectural symbol for formal order 
which the work is intended to convey. The art of 
Picasso is supremely impersonal. No trace of the 
individual who made it anywhere appears. It is 
magnificently classical. In the most self-conscious of 
centuries this artist has been able to forget himself 
in an architectural task. ‘ Summa ars est celare 
pictorem ’ is his motto ; and the works which he has 
produced on this principle seem to me the purest 
symbols of formal order that the art of modern times 
1 Cf. Plate 25, p. 182. 
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has anywhere produced. Picasso’s influence, more- 
over, has been enormous ; and imitations of his 
achievements are iegion. 

The three great original artists so far produced by 
the movement are thus Cezanne, Seurat and Picasso. 
The other outstanding painters are on a different plane. 
Derain is temperamentally a romantic. Segonzac 
strikes me as temperamentally an eighteenth-century 
artist led to a rather brutal handling of pigment in 
his architecturally constructed pictures by a desire 
to overcome a natural perception of grace and pretti- 
ness deriving from a fundamentally rococo turn of 
mind. 

Maillol in sculpture has achieved the same thing 
that Picasso has achieved in two dimensions. Tech- 
nical flourishes and emotive handling are excluded 
from his architectural art. Like Picasso he has cap- 
tured the true secret of classical architectural art. 
This secret has also been captured in sculpture by 
Brancusi, who, metaphysically speaking, is a realist 
while Maillol is an idealist. Brancusi believes that 
the formal order with which he seeks to attain contact 
is inseparable from the physical stone or metal upon 
which he is working ; and this deep-seated respect 
for his material determines throughout the character 
of his supremely classical and architectural art. 

Both France and England have produced original 
romantic and descriptive artists in recent years as 
well as the original architectural artists of the modern 
movement. For the purposes of this inquiry there 
is, however, no need to refer to such artists in France 
except to remind the reader that Roualt and Rouveyre 
are original romantics, as exceptional among the vast 
host of derivative popular and other popular French 
artists as the original architectural French artists are 
exceptional in another way. 

In England, John and Epstein, as I have indicated 
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earlier, are original romantic artists, both of whom 
have tried their hand at architectural art. John made 
his effort in his large ‘ Galway ’ decoration in the 
Tate Gallery, which has romantic details but is a 
magnificent beginning for an architectural picture and 
is, I think, as it stands a great achievement ; Epstein 
made his architectural effort in his carvings : the Wilde 
memorial, the ‘Doves,’ ‘ Rima’ and so forth. 

Round these two original romantic artists in Eng- 
land there are others of less eminence ; and the usual 
horde of romantic popular performers. 

It must also be noted that in England the war 
produced a number of original descriptive pictures. 
I have referred earlier to the extraordinary difficulty 
of original descriptive art since specialists and machines 
have usurped so much of the material with which 
the descriptive artists work. In the case of the 
young artists, who went through the ordeal, the war 
provided a great enlargement of moral experience. 
Paul Nash, William Roberts, Nevinson, Stanley 
Spencer and Eric Kennington all produced works of 
original descriptive art symbolic of their enlarged moral 
experience in the war . 1 These artists, or some of them, 
evolved for their works a representational technique 
based on their own earlier experiments in the archi- 
tectural art of the modern movement which they had 
been studying before they went into the trenches. 
Their earlier experiments thus helped them to give 
form to the enlargement of their experience. But the 
character of their technique was merely incidental — as 
always in original descriptive art. The works in 
character were not basically architectural ; they were 

1 Wyndham Lewis, whom I have already instanced as the first 
artist to understand Cubism in England, even immediately after 
the experience of war-service remained a classical artist concerned 
first and last with architectural form ; though before that his art 
had had romantic moments. 
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original and descriptive, and perhaps the only original 
descriptive art of modem times . 1 

Since the war Roberts, Spencer and Kennington 
have remained original descriptive artists (surrounded, 
of course, by descriptive popular artists on every side), 
and Paul Nash has resumed his study of architectural 
form and is now, in my view, the leading, because the 
most subtle, artist of the modern movement in this 
country. Among the other architectural painters here 
in England are Mark Gertler, Edward Wadsworth, 
and Keith Baynes . 2 

The most original architectural sculptor so far pro- 
duced by the modem movement in England was 
Gaudier Brzeska, who was killed in the war. Leon 

1 I refer particularly to Paul Nash's war landscapes, Roberts' 

4 Gas Attack Nevinson's hospital picture, Spencer's 4 Unveiling a 
War Memorial at Cookham and other works, and Kennington's 
4 Kensingtons at Laventie his Canadian War Memorial painting 
and his Twenty-fourth Division memorial in Battersea Park. 

2 Duncan Grant, Roger Fry and Bernard Adeney all paint with 
architectural purpose. Grant, as I have indicated in an earlier 
note, sometimes uses romantic-emotive technique, and all three in 
some of their recent works seem to me to have failed in separating 
their perception of formal relations from their vision of momentary 
light and shade. Or to put it in another way, they seem to me to be 
trying to combine an architectural perception with the naturalistic 
eye of Sargent. But whether this mixed quality must be ascribed 
to the power of the genius to 4 get away ' with inconsistencies, or 
to some confusion, I am not required to say. I must, however, 
record the possibility of a mental confusion resulting from too much 
attention to Mr. Beil's doctrine that the artist's business is to tran- 
slate into material form something that he has 4 felt in a spasm of 
ecstasy It seems to me possible that the romantic emotive 
technique and the Sargentine flickers have crept into these artists' 
pictures from a conscious or unconscious subscription to this 
romantic doctrine so frequently and emphatically preached by Mr. 
Bell. It seems to me possible also that in their hearts these artists 
may be a little bored with purely formal art ; that Raphael's 4 School 
of Athens architectural Greek sculpture, and Picasso's later master- 
pieces may seem to them (as to all romantics) rather unfriendly if 
not indeed completely dead. 


Underwood has broken ground in the path opened up 
by Brancusi. Frank Dobson is working at present in 
the path opened up by Maillol . 1 

To-day in England we have thus a few original 
architectural artists, a few working with original 
architectural purpose but handicapped by confusions, 
and a few original descriptive artists ; and we have 
thousands of romantic popular, descriptive popular, 
and derivative popular artists of all kinds, using various 
derivative techniques, including all the degenerate 
romantic and degenerate descriptive techniques of 
the nineteenth century. 

This, as I have said earlier, is inevitable, because it 
is easier to remain within one’s architectural, romantic, 
or descriptive experience than to enlarge it, and because 
it is easier to work in naturalistic or derivative technique 
than to invent a technique to symbolize any kind of 
enlargement of experience. 

(/) Popular Cubism 

Commenting on derivative art in various earlier 
sections of this inquiry I have pointed out that after 
a certain period the public becomes familiar with 
original art, and that then derivative popular artists 
always appear and reap a harvest by imitating the 
original art which has become familiar. 

This has already happened to the original artists 
of the modern movement. Imitations of their work 
are to be seen on every hand. These rank, of course, 
with derivative popular art of other kinds because the 
men who produce them set out either to imitate 
like apes as a pastime or to achieve contact with the 
public’s familiar experience of this kind of art. 

Imitations of original Post-Impressionist, Cubist, 
and Post-Cubist art are not confined to actual works of 

1 But as I have said before, he sometimes obscures the archi- 
tectural character of his purpose by romantic-emotive handling, 
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painting and sculpture ; they are seen in contempor- 
ary interior decoration, in posters, clothes, theatrical 
designs, in advertisements in newspapers and, of course, 
in architecture itself. 

Derivative popular artists in these fields have mostly 
remained at a stage when they imitate Van Gogh’s 
use of individual colours, but a few have advanced 
to imitations of the original modern artists’ archi- 
tectural use of colour-relations. The ‘ jazz ’ curtains 
and sunshades, the vermilion shoes and jade hats, 
and the prevalence of bright tints in the theatre 1 and 
on the hoardings 2 are all the work of derivative popular 
artists imitating original art produced by painters who 
were reacting against the colourless ‘ tone-values ’ pic- 
tures of the nineteenth-century photographic naturalist. 

It is worth noting incidentally that whereas the 
most ‘ artistic ’ London shop twenty years ago was 
a place which specialized in olive-green and grey 
velvets which ‘ artistic ’ young ladies made up into 
dresses with square-cut yokes, the most ‘ artistic ’ 
emporium of to-day, actuated by the same kind of 

1 The Russian Ballet is the work not of such derivative popular 
but of original artists. It has been for nearly twenty years part 
and parcel of the modern movement. The pictorial aspect of the 
ballets it has produced (which is the only aspect within the scope 
of this inquiry) shows a progression from the romantic-emotive use 
of individual colours by Bakst to the classical architectural colour 
creations of Picasso. 

2 Between the photographic naturalist posters of the nineteenth 
century and the pseudo-architectural brightly-coloured posters of 
our own day we have had (and still have) derivative popular posters 
in the yellow-for-the-lights-and-purple-for-the-shadows technique 
of the derivative popular pseudo-impressionist painters. Such 
posters are generally produced as follows : The artist photographs 
his subject in sunlight ; he gets the print enlarged and bleached ; 
he then puts yellow on the light parts and purple on the dark parts 
of the bleached print ; he then adds a little pseudo-spontaneous 
splodging imitating the derivative romantic popular painter’s imita- 
tion of original romantic emotive handling — and the thing is done. 


Popular Cubism 

derivative pseudo-artistic notions, specializes in ver- 
milion chairs and emerald green beds. 

A similar change has taken place in colour printing. 
The derivative ‘ artistic’ printer of the nineteenth century 
imitated the tinted greys in the photographic naturalistic 
pictures by the colourless ‘ three colour ’ process. De- 
rivative ‘ artistic ’ printers to-day use processes which 
imitate the bright individual colours of modern painters. 

The pseudo-Cubist use of colour by derivative 
popular artists to-day is paralleled by their pseudo- 
Cubist methods in respect to form. The work of the 
original Cubist is imitated on all sides in architecture, 
and we are all familiar with war memorials imitated 
from the original mountain-of-bricks Cubist pictures . 1 

The treatment of forms in original Cubist pictures 
is also imitated by derivative popular painters and 
designers of advertisements . 2 What such artists do 
is this : they make a photographic naturalistic drawing 
‘ by the shadows ’ (or get the same result by an enlarged 
photograph) ; they then make the shadows into tri- 
angles and other geometrical forms. This procedure, 
of course, has no relation to perception of architec- 
tural form and the organization of that perception 
in exaggerated distortions, which, as we have seen, 
is the procedure of the original architectural artist ; 
it is simply a degenerate parody of that difficult 
procedure, and as such is always the production of 
an artist who is either muddle-headed or frankly venal 
and out to make money by disguising photographic 
naturalism as original architectural art. 

1 The Cenotaph is a good example of such derivative popular 
modem architectural sculpture. Not being an original work it has 
no intrinsic value ; but its acquired value derived from the respect 
paid to it by the public, who perceive it with associated ideas, is at 
present very high. For the difference between these two values 
cf. Part IV passim. 

2 McKnight Kauffer must be excepted. He is an original artist 
of the modern movement who happens to design posters. 
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RELATIVE VALUES 

(a) Criterions of value 

I N the first part of this inquiry I have considered 
the character of certain categories of art. In this 
part I shall try to examine their respective values. 

' In the preceding sections I have tried throughout 

to keep separated in my mind the notion of a value 
in works of art arising from the artist’s attitude, motives 
and procedure and the notion of a value arising from 
the work’s contact with a spectator arriving on the 
scene when it is finished . 1 

But to keep these notions of value distinct is 
extremely difficult. Few aestheticians or art critics 
have ever succeeded in doing it. To-day there are 
even some critics who deliberately refuse to make the 
attempt, and regard their own reactions to works of 
art as so important that no other criterion of value for 
a picture appears to them justifiable or even necessary. 

Mr. Clive Bell’s writings constitute a contemporary 
example of this egotistical method of approaching 
works of art. Mr. Bell postulates in himself, and 
! people like himself, a special capacity for reacting to 

plastic art. Such people, he tells us, when confronted 
j with a work of plastic art, experience an emotion of 

an exceptional kind. This emotion he calls the 
aesthetic emotion, and he describes it as a ‘ passionate 
' emotion ’, an ‘ intense rapture ’, a ‘ superhuman 

ecstasy ’, which transports the spectator to ‘ superb 
peaks of aesthetic exaltation ’. 

I This reaction Mr. Bell sets up as the criterion of 

1 I have, so far, avoided references to the effects of any kind of 
work of art on myself or any other spectator. I have made refer- 
ences, in two notes, to the effects of photographs, where I pointed 
[ out that we have to reinforce and correct the camera’s records by 

associated ideas. I have also made references to the effects of 
Sargent’s pictures. But I have tried as far as possible up to this 
point to leave the spectator’s reactions entirely on one side. This 
part of my inquiry is, however, partly devoted to their consideration. 
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value of the works contemplated . 1 If this thrilling 
emotion arises, then the work contemplated can be 
classed as ‘ art ’ ; if it does not, the work contemplated 
is not ‘ art ’ but something else. 

Most people, I fancy, analysing their own reactions 
to plastic art, will be disposed to accuse Mr. Bell of 
hyperbolic statement. But it may, of course, be true 
that Mr. Bell reacts in this hysterical way to pictures 
and sculpture. In that case, as I shall try to show, his 
reactions give an acquired value to the works he con- 
templates ; but they cannot be accepted as a criterion 
of any original work’s intrinsic worth. 

For if we accept the aesthete’s emotional reaction as 
the criterion of value of original art, we are led to the 
absurd conclusion that a great work of art is valueless 
if it happens to be produced in a society so poor in 
aesthetes that nobody reacts to it ; and to the equally 
absurd conclusion that a work of art has a high value 
if aesthetic spectators chance to see it on a day when 
they are capable of a high degree of ecstasy, and a low 
value if they see it on a day when their receptivity 
happens to be below the mark. For it can, I think, 
be taken for granted that the degree of the aesthete’s 
receptivity, like that of all other spectators, is a variable 
quantity affected by temporary and accidental factors 
of physiological and other kinds. It must also be 
observed that the aesthetic spectator who assumes 
that his own reactions are the criterion of a work of 
art’s intrinsic value is generally led to assume also 
that the activity which produces the works to which 
he reacts must be an activity similar in character to 
his own reactions. Thus Mr. Clive Bell, who tells 
us that he experiences £ superhuman ecstasy ’ when 

1 4 1 have no right to consider anything a work of art to which I 
cannot react emotionally; and I have no right to look for the 
essential quality in anything that I havd not felt to be a work of 
art’ (Clive Bell, 4 Art 5 ). 
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he contemplates formal architectural art, tells us also 
that the artist’s business is ‘ the translation into material 
form of something that he felt in a spasm of ecstasy a 
description which might be accepted (with allowances 
made for Mr. Bell’s hyperbolic vocabulary) if he 
were speaking of the original romantic artist’s activity, 
but which as a description of the way architecture, 
architectural painting and architectural sculpture come 
into being is exceedingly misleading . 1 This descrip- 
tion has been responsible, I fancy, for a degree of 
confusion between the romantic and architectural 
standpoints in the minds of certain artists on whom, 
for good or evil, Mr. Bell’s writings have had an 
influence ; it has also been responsible for a great 
deal of confusion in the mind of the public, which is 
led by Mr. Bell’s description of the modern artist’s 
activity to assume that the movement is a species of 
hysterical romantic art which, as I have tried through- 
out this inquiry to demonstrate, is just what it is not. 

But it is not only the cesthetic spectator’s reactions 
to works of art which cannot be taken as the criterion 
of their intrinsic value. In my view no reactions on 
the part of any spectator can be held to be the criterion 
of such value. For the character of the spectator’s 
reactions varies with each individual, and each spec- 
tator’s degree of receptivity also varies at different 
times. It must also be remembered that a work of 
plastic art (the only kind of art with which we are here 
concerned) is a concrete object. Its own physical 
appearance is subject to variation. In the case of 
architecture and sculpture that physical appearance 
varies obviously in different effects of light ; it also 
varies as the spectator moves about. In the case of 
pictures both types of variation also occur, though not 
to quite the same extent. To assess a work of art’s 
intrinsic value by the incidence or non-incidence of 

1 Cf. ‘ The romantic heresy Part I, and Part III passim. 
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some particular reaction on the part of the spectator 
is thus to assess it in fact by a gauge that varies con- 
tinually in a number of different ways, both when the 
spectator is the ordinary plain man and when he makes 
a claim to some special aesthetic capacity for reacting 
emotionally to works of art. 

The theory of values which I am about to submit 
postulates : 

(a) that a work of original art of the architectural, 
romantic or descriptive kind has intrinsic value implicit 
in the attitude, motives and procedure of the man 
who made it and consisting in that man’s perfect 
fulfilment of his initial purpose of enlarging his experi- 
ence in the work ; 

(b) that the original artist produces his work with- 
out reference to its effects on spectators (other than 
himself) ; 

(c) that spectators (other than the artist) who arrive 
on the scene when an original work of art is finished, 
cannot affect the work’s intrinsic value by their 
reactions towards it though they can give it another 
kind of value which can be described as an ‘ acquired ’ 
value. 

This theory, which may sound paradoxical to the 
average egotistical spectator, is a truism for the 
original artist . 1 

No original artist will admit that the criterion of value 

1 But it is not a truism for the popular artist. This is the real 
basis of the inveterate hostility between original and popular artists, 
which breaks out into open warfare when an episode like the ‘ Rima ’ 
controversy provides the occasion. Original artists regard popular 
artists as traitors and popular artists regard original artists as ‘ too 
impossibly highbrow for this world ’. Artists who have been 
original in their youth and have crossed the Rubicon to the popular 
side in middle age are generally peculiarly bitter opponents of new 
adherents in the younger generation to the faith which they them- 
selves have abandoned. 
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of his work is the incidence or non-incidence of any special 
reaction on the part of spectators other than himself, and 
in this I am convinced the original artist is quite right. 

The original artist admits that the acquired value of 
his work must be assessed by its effects upon spectators. 
But he refuses and rightly refuses to confuse such 
acquired value with the intrinsic value of his work 
which he knows to be established for all time the 
moment the work is finished. From the point of 
view of the original artist nothing happening after 
such a work is finished, like the arrival of a spectator 
at an exhibition, can possibly detract from its intrinsic 
value, alter it or contribute to it further value of that 
kind. If the spectator ignores the work or dislikes 
it, nothing has happened. If he likes it he contributes 
the value of his interest or appreciation or the value 
of his aesthetic thrills ; but that is an acquired value, 
and no quantity of acquired value can affect the 
intrinsic value of an original work of art. 

The criterion of the intrinsic value of original art 
which I submit in place of the spectator’s variable 
reactions is simply the comprehension of the artist's 
purpose and the extent of its fulfilment. The intrinsic 
value, as I have said, I believe to be implicit in the 
artist’s attitude, motives and procedure and to consist 
in the original artist’s perfect fulfilment of his initial 
purpose of enlarging his experience in his work. To 
assess that value we must be able to comprehend it. 
We can achieve this by intuition or by knowledge. 
We may fail to achieve it ; in the case of a great work 
of original art we are indeed almost bound so to fail 
until we have seen it many times, and to fail even 
then without the aid provided by knowledge of the 
artist’s life, historical position and artistic creed. 
But we must not argue from such failure that there 
is no intrinsic value to be discovered in original art ; 
or that, because the task of discovering it is difficult, 
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we must therefore abandon it and assume that the 
work’s value consists only in the other kind of value 
which it acquires from contact with our own reactions 
towards it. 

(b) The artist as spectator 

It follows from the foregoing that theoretically the 
man most competent to assess the intrinsic value of 
an original work of art is the artist who made it . 1 

Writers on eesthetic and art critics seem habitually 
to forget that the artist is necessarily a spectator of his 
own work ; that he is the only spectator whose judg- 
ment can cause alterations in his work’s character ; 
and that if he is an original artist he is an essential 
spectator and the only spectator who can, and in fact 
does, change his work’s intrinsic value by his activities 
as spectator. 

This applies equally to original architectural, 
romantic and descriptive artists. Every original artist 
as spectator has to discover (a) whether the initial 
impulse of his work was, in fact, an enlargement of 
his architectural, romantic or descriptive experience ; 
(b) whether the work is, in fact, a perfect concrete 
symbol of that enlargement. 

The greatness of great original artists consists to a 
large extent in their capacity to play the honest and 

1 Original artists frequently look with indifference on work done 
a year or two ago. But this habit does not invalidate the theory I 
submit in these sections. The crucial moment when the intrinsic 
value of the work is decided by the honest-competent artist-spectator 
is the moment when he passes it as 4 right ’ and therefore 4 finished \ 
When he progresses to fresh experience in a year’s time naturally 
the achieved symbol of his earlier experience interests him less 
than the yet-to-be-achieved symbol of his new experience. When 
the original artist says that the work he did last year is * no good 9 
he does not mean that it was once good, and has now ceased to be 
so, but merely that it has ceased to interest him because it represents 
a problem solved. 
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competent spectator to their own work. Many original 
artists fail because they are incompetent or dishonest 
as artist-spectators of their own work. There are, in 
fact, three types of artist-spectator : (i) the honest and 
competent ; (2) the dishonest ; and h) the honest but 
incompetent. 

Let us look attentively at the original artist as 
spectator of his own work and begin by an examina- 
tion of the original architectural artist confronted 
with this task. 

(c) The original architectural artist-spectator 

(1) The honest competent artist-spectator 

The original architectural artist — be he architect, 
sculptor, potter or painter producing work analogous 
to architecture — is, as we have seen, a man engaged 
in enlarging his experience of formal relations and in 
crystallizing that enlargement in the concrete form of 
a building, picture, carving or pot. In other words, 
the task of such an artist is to communicate his enlarged 
architectural experience in finite form to himself. The 
artist qua architectural-experiencing man communi- 
cates the new experience to himself qua spectator-man. 

As I have indicated earlier, his activity is a triple 
enlargement of experience because the execution of 
every original work, as every original artist knows, is 
of necessity an enlargement of his technical experi- 
ence, and between that technical enlargement and the 
initial enlargement of architectural experience there is 
a mental synthesis inventing a symbolic style or 
language of communication which is also an enlarge- 
ment, because precision of experience is a form of 
enlargement in itself. 

Such an artist will not begin a piece of work unless 
this triple enlargement of experience is its real subject 
and motive. Once he has started, his task is to play 

175 


the spectator to his work’s progress stage by stage. 
This can be achieved because the artist is a human 
being. As such he habitually goes to bed. When he 
comes down next morning he is a human spectator of 
the work he did the day before. 

If, as honest artist-spectator, he perceives that the 
work he did the day before is, in fact, a concrete 
symbolic equivalent of his initial enlargement of 
architectural experience, it is his obvious duty to call 
it ‘ right ’ and to add nothing to it. If he perceives 
that it does not communicate to him what he intended 
it to communicate, it is his task to discover where the 
work fails and to make the necessary additions, sub- 
tractions, adjustments, or possibly to proceed to a 
necessary destruction or to begin again. If he is 
unable to decide whether the work is right or wrong 
it is his duty to leave the thing till the next day or 
the next year or for whatever time may be necessary 
to enable him to judge it. 

If the work fails to satisfy his scrutiny it is, of course, 
a most delicate and difficult business for the artist- 
spectator to discover the cause of the trouble ; for 
the leak in the vessel may be in any of the three 
constituent processes. 

It may be, for example, that the initial perception, 
actual or imagined, which first prompted the work 
was not really an enlargement of experience or was not 
really of an architectural character. Or it may be 
that the initial perception has been forgotten in the 
later processes, for, as we all know, there are artists — 
mentally incapable of retaining enlargement of experi- 
ence — who make valuable sketches but fail in all 
attempts at elaborate completed work. Or it may be 
that the synthetic language of communication, that is, 
the style, used is inadequate or unsuitable or that the 
artist has not invented his style but taken it over from 
some other artist and thus crushed his original experi- 
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ence in a popular mould. Or it may be that the 
manual execution, the technique, is inadequate, unsuit- 
able or derived. 

The original architectural artist who is honest and 
competent as spectator of his own work is (a) a man 
who knows when he is enlarging his experience and 
when he is merely jaunting comfortably within it ; 
(b) a man who knows exactly the difference between 
architectural experience and experience of other kinds 
and can pull himself up if through some momentary 
confusion he has embarked on a work in one way 
and continued it in another 1 ; (c) a man who can 
retain initial architectural experience in his mind for 
any period that may be necessary for the perfect 
completion of the work ; ( d ) a man who — if he dis- 
covers that his initial experience was not in fact an 
enlargement or was non-architectural in character or 
that he has forgotten it, has the courage to destroy his 
work as valueless the moment he has made the dis- 
covery ; (e) a man who can analyse the synthetic 
style he has invented as a symbolic precision of his 
initial experience and discover if it is the most appro- 
priate style or not ; (/) a man who — if he discovers 
that his style is inappropriate because it is a formula 
taken from some other artist living or dead or that 
it is inappropriate from some other cause — has the 
courage to invent another style for his purpose, or 
destroy the work ; ( g ) a man who can discover when 
and where and why his hand has failed him and has 
the courage to do the whole or part of the work again 
or destroy it for that reason. 

Such an artist-spectator’s task is indeed difficult. 
But it is essential. For it is only when such an artist 
has analysed what it was he set out to communicate to 

1 I have suggested in Part III that some English artists of the 
modem movement seem to me to be subject to this particular 
confusion. 
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himself and the extent to which his concrete work 
communicates it, and when he has had the moral 
courage to call his work obstinately ‘ wrong 5 and 
‘ unfinished ’ until he knows it to be really ‘ right ’ 
and so ‘ finished ’ that he has produced a perfect work 
of original architectural art. 

In the case of art of this calibre the artist’s honest 
and correct judgment as spectator constitutes, I sub- 
mit, not only theoretically but in fact the fundamental 
criterion of the work’s intrinsic value. If the work 
fails to satisfy that judgment it is a horse which has 
failed at the first fence. If the artist judges his work 
right, and rightly judges it right, then it has an intrinsic 
value 1 that can neither be destroyed nor altered by 
any reaction towards it on the part of any other 
spectator at any time or place. 

(c) The original architectural artist-spectator 
(2) The dishonest artist-spectator 

Every original architectural artist knows the tempta- 
tions to shirk his duty as spectator of his own work. 
For example : 

(a) When, surveying his work, he recognizes that 
his initial motive was not in fact an enlargement of 
his experience but merely an excursion within experi- 
ence already won, stolen or received as a gift, such 
an artist is frequently tempted to throw bad labour 
after bad and to go on with his work because it con- 
tains some fragments that are individually well done 
or because he has been persuaded by some foolish 
friends that the work is too good to be thrown away. 
In such cases, knowing in his mind that the work, 
from the character of the initial impulse, is not original 
but popular in kind, he often endeavours to give it 

1 Cf. ‘ Value of original architectural art ’ in this part. 
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‘ originality ’ by some novelty in style or technique. 
All such devices are dishonest and of no avail. For 
if the artist’s initial attitude was popular, if, in truth, 
he set out either for a jaunt within his own experience 
or remained for venal motives at the outset within 
what he knew to be the familiar experience of other 
people, then no parade of a novel or personal style 
and no invention of a new way of painting in spots or 
dashes or what not can make his work original or 
give it the particular character of original architectural 
art where the synthetic style and the technical execu- 
tion are symbols of enlarged architectural experience. 

( b ) Much the same temptations arise when the 
artist-spectator discovers that his initial impulse, 
though a genuine enlargement of experience, was an 
enlargement of an experience of a non-architectural 
kind. In such cases he is frequently tempted to 
continue his work in the architectural manner. This 
procedure is also both dishonest and a waste of time, 
and the result is inevitably a hybrid work which is 
neither truly architectural nor truly romantic or 
descriptive in kind . 1 The honest original architectural 
artist confronted with this dilemma, if true to his 
principles, relentlessly destroys the work ; or he may 
without dishonesty yield to the temptation to recom- 
mence it on the basis of the true initial impulse and 
make it a frankly romantic or descriptive work. The 
dishonest artist-spectator is the man who lacks the 
courage to destroy or recommence and continues his 
work to a hybrid ‘ finish ’ of no intrinsic worth. 

( c ) When the artist-spectator discovers that, in the 
course of his work, he has forgotten his initial enlarge- 
ment of architectural experience, he often imagines 
that he can supply what has been lost by extraneous 
additions or by haphazard deletions. 

1 But cf. ‘ Genius and the critic Part I, and ‘ The value of 
genius ’ in this part. 
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In the first case he may put noses and toes on 
figures which he had perceived or imagined as sil- 
houettes that he has since forgotten ; or he may put 
folds into draperies originally perceived or imagined 
as a flat shape of colour ; or put tree-trunks or pillars 
into what was originally experienced architecturally 
as a recession without details ; and so on and so forth. 
When the artist does this his work ceases with the first 
nose or fold or pillar to be integral ; it is no longer 
honest ; it is no longer right. Morally it is little 
better than venal descriptive popular art where such 
redundancies are inserted from the venal motive of 
remaining within the average spectator’s familiar 
experience of generic forms. 

In the second case the artist frequently resorts to 
what is called ‘ simplification ’ in the hope that the 
elimination of details will remedy what he recognizes 
to be defects. The artist who simplifies in a hap- 
hazard fashion is also dishonest, and morally little 
better than the artist who simplifies in the manner 
of the venal derivative popular artist who simplifies 
because ‘ simplification ’ rather than elaboration may 
chance to be at the moment within the familiar 
experience of ‘ artistic ’ folk. 

Artist-spectators who find that their initial enlarge- 
ment of architectural experience has been forgotten 
in the course of their work are also tempted to other 
devices. They may try to remedy the defects they 
recognize by making naturalistic studies of particular 
details and grafting these studies on to an original 
architectural sketch ; or they may take details from 
prints 1 or photographs, and graft them on in the same 
way. These procedures are likewise dishonest and 
futile, and produce hybrid works of no intrinsic worth. 

(d) The artist-spectator who finds that his work fails 
to symbolize the initial enlargement of experience 
1 As Blake probably did in many of his drawings, 
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through his use of inadequate, unsuitable, or derived 
synthesis or style, is tempted either to leave the 
trouble unremedied or to invent or borrow another 
style equally inadequate or unsuitable ; or to have 
recourse to facile naturalism in place of representa- 
tional style ; and ( e ) the artist-spectator who recog- 
nizes that his work fails in execution is tempted to 
fake the failure by some device to draw the spectator’s 
eye from the points of weakness ; he is tempted to 
paint dark slush over a background which looks 
‘ worried ’ because he has failed to handle it in any 
appropriate way ; or to strengthen the colour in the 
sky to attract attention from the clumsy handling of 
the trees, or to intensify the high lights that the coarse 
touch in the half-tones may be less evident ; and so 
on and so forth. Whenever the artist leaves inadequate 
style or technique unremedied or attempts to fake 
both or either instead of recommencing or destroying 
the work he is dishonest and the work is without 
intrinsic worth. 

(/) Many dishonesties arise from sheer impatience. 
The artist-spectator is frequently tempted to proceed 
with his work before he has discovered the source of 
the defects which he knows to be there. He may fail 
to give the necessary time for reflection and considera- 
tion through yielding to a childish desire to see his 
work ‘ finished ’, or through yielding to a venal desire 
to get the work done in time for the Academy, or in 
time to show to a rich man who is coming to tea and 
may possibly buy it. In such cases the impatient 
artist either continues his work in a haphazard fashion 
hoping that the defects will be remedied by accident, 
or else continues it with the deliberately venal inten- 
tion of concealing the defects by camouflage and fake. 
All such yielding to impatience is dishonest and the 
artist who botches and fiddles hoping for accident, or 
botches and fiddles evolving fakes, knows in his mind 
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that his work is wrong and that he has shirked the 
problem of how to set it right. 

Many more examples of dishonesty in the artist- 
spectator could, as all artists know, be given. All 
soi-disant architectural works dishonestly passed as 
‘ right ’ by an artist-spectator who knows in his mind 
that they are ‘ wrong ’ are without the intrinsic value 
of original architectural art whatever the artist’s inten- 
tion may have been when he began them. However 
great the appreciation of such works by other spectators 
and however numerous those appreciative spectators 
may be, or in other words whatever acquired value 1 
such works may eventually secure, they must remain 
fakes and failures till the crack of doom ; for they 
are aspects of humbug, not aspects of truth. 

(c) The original architectural artist-spectator 

(3) The honest incompetent artist-spectator 
(the case of Haydon) 

Between the honest competent artist-spectator and 
the dishonest artist-spectator there is the figure of the 
honest incompetent artist-spectator, the man, that is, 
who is morally relentless in judging his own work but 
incapable of analysing his own perception, motives 
and procedure and is therefore incapable of judging 
the extent to which his work has fulfilled its purpose. 

There are many more honest-incompetent than 
honest-competent artist-spectators. But there are 
many more dishonest artist-spectators than honest- 
incompetents. 

Benjamin Haydon who lived and worked a hundred 
years ago was a good example 2 of an honest incom- 

1 Cf. the sections which follow, passim. 

2 When the honest artist-spectator fails in judging his own work 
the cause is always, I believe, muddle-headedness. I have selected 
Haydon as a typical example (a) because the work in question in 
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petent artist-spectator. His attitude, motives and pro- 
cedure are known to us with certainty, because though 
most of his pictures are not now accessible, we have 
his autobiography and journals to inform us of his 
mind. 

Haydon, it is clear from his memoirs, was a man 
of scrupulous honesty of purpose in judging his own 
work. In the affairs of the world he was casual. He 
borrowed sums amounting to hundreds of pounds from 
all kinds of people and trusted to luck, or, as he would 
have put it, to the justice of God to enable him to 
repay the debts. But he was not casual about principle 
when he surveyed his pictures. 

Haydon believed himself an original architectural 
artist. He imagined that he was engaged in the same 
category of task as Raphael was engaged in when he 
painted the ‘ School of Athens ’ or as the artists of 
the modern movement are engaged in to-day. But 
in this he was mistaken. As artist-spectator of his 
own work he was incompetent. He did not realize 
that the initial motive behind his ‘ Dentatus ’, his 
‘ Judgment of Solomon ’ and his ‘ Christ entering 
Jerusalem ’ was not in any of the three cases an 
enlargement of his own architectural experience but 
in each and all firstly the proving to the world that 
he, Haydon, was a great artist, and secondly the 
enlarging of his own romantic and not his own archi- 
tectural experience. 

Haydon imagined that he worked like the true 
original architectural artist without reference to the 
effect of his work on spectators other than himself. 

his case was soi-disant architectural in character (i.e, the kind of 
work I am still discussing) and ( b ) because he is frequently instanced 
by those who deny the artist’s competence to assess his own pro- 
ductions. Haydon failed as artist-spectator. I have tried to show 
why and to indicate by that means the difference between Haydon 
and the genuine original architectural artist who can and does 
succeed. 
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In fact it is clear from his memoirs the effect of his 
work on eventual spectators was always present in his 
mind. As artist-spectator of his own work he failed 
to discover that he was for this reason not an original 
but a popular artist, that he had embarked on the 
achievement of contact with eventual spectators, that 
he had set out, not exclusively to solve the original 
architectural artist’s specific problem, but to persuade 
the world that he was the kind of person who could 
solve it. He was unable to discover if his work had 
or had not solved the original architectural artist’s 
problem because he was never able to discover what 

that problem was. . . 

Hay don was temperamentally not an aichitecturai 
but a romantic artist. The reinforcements by which 
he converted his mechanical vision to perception were 
the kind of reinforcements that lead a man to perceive 
the emotive character of fragments, not the kind or 
reinforcements that enable a man to perceive relations 
of form. It was as emotive fragments that he admired 
the Elgin marbles. He sought to perceive the feelings 
of men by their features. He set out to rival Raphael s 
‘ School of Athens ’ though his idea of art was that 
of the third-rate actor who imagines art to be the 
grimacing records of emotions. When he started his 
‘Raising of Lazarus’ he scrawled about with his 
brush, he tells us, and in so doing ‘ gave an expres- 
sion ’ to the eye of Lazarus. £ I instantly got 
interested’ he continues ‘ and before two I had hit 
it.’ This might have been written by. a follower or 
Delacroix ; and a follower of Delacroix, also would 
have sympathized with Haydon s interest in Napoleon 

musing at St. Helena. . . T , 

It was of course partly the romantic strain m Haydon 
that endeared him to Keats and Wordsworth ; it. was 
also his romantic dramatization of his own position 
that imposed upon so many kinds of people when they 
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came in contact with him ; and it was his failure to 
discover his romantic bent that made all his pseudo- 
architectural pictures hybrid productions of no intrinsic 
worth. 

Had Haydon been born at the same date in France 
he would have been swept automatically into the 
romantic movement ; he would not have wasted his 
life trying to combine the romantic and the classical 
ideals without truly comprehending either. Had he 
been able to ignore the public he might have discovered 
his romantic bias and discovered at the same time the 
true nature of architectural art ; if instead of trying 
to impress eventual spectators he had been content, 
like his friend Wilkie, to attempt to make money by 
pleasing them, he might have been a successful popular 
artist. But fate permitted 'none of these things. Fate 
decreed that he should be an artist whose work is 
without intrinsic or acquired value because he was 
never able to discover what in fact he had set out 
to do, and failed by the same token, as artist-spectator, 
to discover whether he had achieved his aim or not. 

Since the world regards an honest muddle-headed 
man as a more sympathetic figure than a clear-headed 
knave, the spectacle of the honest incompetent artist- 
spectator is less offensive to us than that of the artist- 
spectator who is deliberately dishonest. But the fact 
that such a man excites our friendly pity rather than 
our dislike cannot give his work intrinsic value. For 
any soi-disant original architectural artist who hands 
us a work which for any cause is not the perfect 
epitome of his enlarged architectural perception is 
handing us what is commonly called a * pup ’. When 
such an artist says : ‘ It is not what I wanted’, it is 
often assumed that he is being modest. He is not. 
He is confessing failure or dishonesty. 

Unfortunately artists of all kinds habitually send 
their failures and dishonest productions to exhibitions 
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and contribute thereby to prevailing confusions in 

respect to values. . 

What I have submitted then, m the foregoing 

sections, is this : 

(a) The first test of value of a work of original archi- 
tectural art is whether it has been honestly and cor- 
rectly passed as right by the artist himself in his 
capacity of spectator. 

(b) When a work of this kind has been honestly and 
correctly passed as right by the artist-spectator it has 
intrinsic value which cannot be affected by the addition 
or non-addition of acquired value given to it by other 
spectators. 

(c) But the artist through dishonesty or incompetence 
often passes his work as right when in fact it is 

(d) Works which have been passed as right by the 
incompetent or dishonest artist-spectator when in 
fact they are wrong, have no intrinsic value. They 
have failed at the first fence. No amount of acquired 
value subsequently given from other spectators can 

make them less intrinsically worthless. 

(d) Value of original architectural art 

We must now look more closely at the intrinsic 
value of the original work of architectural art which 
has been passed as right by the honest and competent 
artist-spectator ; and consider the relation of that value 
to other spectators when the work stands before them. 

In Part I of this inquiry I have stressed the normality 
of modern original architectural art. I have tried to 
show that the modern movement is a phase of the 
search for a fundament to the artistic activity to 
replace the fundament of service of a religion, a search 
in which all the intelligent artists of Western Europe 
have been engaged since the middle of the Italian 
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Renaissance. I have stressed in other words the 
normality of the original architectural artist in basing 
his art on a consciously-held idea of art. I have now 
to consider the human value of the architectural atti- 
tude and its value to the normal man. 

All reasonable people contemplating the great 
original architectural buildings, sculpture and pictures 
in the world must recognize, I think, that the artists 
who made them were men of fundamental normality, 
great energy, great intelligence and great organizing 
power. No reasonable being can suppose Raphael’s 
4 School of Athens ’ or Seurat’s ‘ The Bathers ’ to be 
works by men whose intellect is in any way out of 
touch with the intellect of normal men. All archi- 
tectural art is in fact the result of a normal human 
attitude to the universe and a normal human energy ; 
every man is to an extent an original architectural 
artist ; the difference between Raphael or Seurat and 
the man at present passing in the street is not a differ- 
ence of kind but purely a difference of degree ; original 
architectural art is an activity characteristic not only 
of original architectural artists but in some measure 
of every normal man. 

What then, humanly speaking, is this activity ? 
What is the essential character of the attitude and 
energy that produce it ? 

The answer I believe is to be found in Einstein’s 
reference to the 4 positive motive which impels men to seek 
a simplified synoptic view of the world conformable to 
their own nature , overcoming the world by replacing 
it with this picture ’ . 

There is unquestionably in every man an urge, 
an impulse, an energy — call it what you will — which 
compels him to desire to arrive at ever greater com- 
prehension and appreciation of the universe. This 
urge or instinct is seen in the men who attempt to 
supply an explanation of the universe by a religious 
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system, in the men who seek to discover scientific laws, 
in the men who struggle to arrive at greater com- 
prehension and appreciation by philosophy or meta- 
physic ; it is the instinct that has driven certain men 
to want desperately to make the whole of mankind 
conform to some religion or system of government ; 
and in its most obvious form it is the instinct that 
drives the housewife to arrange bibelots symmetrically 
on the parlour shelf or dispose a bunch of varied 
flowers in considered proportions in a pot . 1 

Man displays a thousand different aspects of this 
desire to convert vaguely realized formal experience 
to precise, concrete and ordered form. The original 
architectural artist displays the desire and his satisfac- 
tion of it when he achieves contact with formal order 
and creates a synoptic symbol of that order by his 
work. 

The work of men who set out to enlarge their 
perception of order by science, philosophy or meta- 
physic has been credited through the ages with a high 
intrinsic value ; and I submit that a work which 
symbolizes an artist’s enlarged perception of formal 
order can also be credited with an intrinsic value that 
is high. 

Now what happens to the spectator who apprehends 
the character and value of such a work ? My submis- 
sion is that the spectator is of the same clay as the artist 
and has within him, developed in more or less degree, 
the same architectural aspirations, the same impulse 
towards order ; that he secures therefore a satisfaction 
analogous to the artist’s satisfaction, from the spectacle 

1 It may be objected that even architectural artists are frequently 
untidy people. But, of course, the objection is a confusion. The 
artist is not a housewife. He is not concerned with the elementary 
aspects of order. His business is the enlargement of experience 
in that field. He must not be expected to refuse to perceive the 
wood and spend his time examining the trees. 
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of a work of art which is in fact a finite ordering of 
architectural experience in a form comprehensible to 
the human mind. 

When we appreciate an original work of architectural 
art we recognize that the artist has made clear to us 
something that,_ as human beings like himself, we 
desired to perceive clearly but were not able to per- 
ceive without his aid ; we realize that he has ‘ tidied- 
up ’ for us an aspect or a corner of the universe which 
as human beings like the artist, we would have liked 
to have ‘ tidied-up ’ ourselves ; we realize that he has 
helped us one step farther to a goal towards which as 
human beings we are all instinctively impelled ; and 
that he has done this as the result of an impulse, an 
intellectual energy and an organizing ability not 
different in kind from our own impulses, intellectual 
energies and organizing abilities, but merely greater 
and more powerful in degree. 

Confronted with a work of art of this calibre we 
thus recognize ‘ a simplified synoptic view of the 
world conformable to our own nature ’ ; we experi- 
ence an intellectual satisfaction of the kind experienced 
by the contemplation of any other intellectual problem 
solved in what seems to us a conclusive and final way. 
Pater, writing of Raphael’s ‘ Ansidei Madonna ’ said 
that it gave him something of the pleasure one has 
in a proposition of Euclid . 1 That appreciation will 
be comprehensible to the reader if he has followed 
my argument to this point. Pater’s pleasure, I submit, 
was a normal human pleasure at the contemplation 
of a high normal human activity. 

This pleasure can be experienced by anyone before 
any work of original architectural art, once the spectator 
has recognized the problem which the artist in each 

1 The pleasure to be derived from a flat -pattern Cubist picture is 
obviously of this kind. (Cf. * Architectural form ’ and ‘ Archi- 
tectural perspective Part III.) 
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case has set out to solve and once he has acquired the 
means of following the solution. With such pleasure 
the spectator adds to his own familiar experience ; he 
is one step farther towards a desired comprehension 
and appreciation of order ; and he is prepared for a 
further step to-morrow. 

The man, therefore, who can truly understand the 
formal problems solved by the original architectural 
artists of the past is prepared for the understanding of 
the art of the modem movement ; the man who can 
truly understand the formal problems solved by the 
original artists of the modem movement is prepared 
to appreciate the architectural art of to-morrow. True 
appreciation of this kind of art marks an enlargement 
of the spectator’s experience of the architecture of 
the universe which is in itself a fresh adjustment on 
his part to life. 

Original architectural art can thus contribute value 
to spectators who thus board the waiting train in the 
station and are carried with each work a little farther 
in a direction which, as men, they desire to go. 
Spectators who arrive too late at the station, or who 
revile the uncommon shape of the carriage doors instead 
of opening the doors and getting in, are just left stand- 
ing on the platform. 

In may be objected that the spectator though willing 
to secure enlargement of experience by the apprecia- 
tion of such art, and though able to apprehend the 
nature of the artist’s architectural problem, may still 
be unable to follow the solution because of the unin- 
telligibility of the artist’s style and technical procedure. 
This, I submit, is like saying that a French professsor’s 
lecture on Rembrandt is unintelligible because one 
happens to be ignorant of French. An artist’s style 
and technique are his language. If we are not familiar 
with that language we must learn it or miss the benefits 
which work expressed in that language may provide. 







Every original architectural artist must invent his own 
language for every work. There is no such thing as 
a universal language of art . 1 

Any man who will take the necessary trouble can 
understand the style and technique of any true original 
architectural work of art, if that style and technique 
have been honestly and competently accepted by the 
artist as a perfect means of communication between 
himself, the artist-experiencing-man, and himself, 
the artist-spectator-man. What has been honestly 
and competently passed as intelligible communication 
to one normal man — the artist — must be intelligible 
communication to other normal men — to you, reader, 
or to me . 2 

I have referred earlier to the various transformations 
effected by the architectural artist in translating his 
actual or imagined perception to new symbolic archi- 
tectural form . 3 We can learn to understand the trans- 
formation, i.e. the artist’s style or language of com- 
munication in each case by approaching the task in 


1 The assumption that the naturalistic technique was a universal 
language of art, which all artists have always used or tried to use, 
was common in the nineteenth century, and was the cause of much 
confusion in respect to values. (Cf. Parts II and III passim and 
‘ The value of technique ’ in this part.) 

2 Some people are quick at learning artists ’languages ; others are 
slow. I happen to be slow myself. But I have always found the 
labour involved worth while and I never assume that I can assess 
a work of art on any solid basis till I have discovered the particular 
symbolic principle on which the artist has based his language, or 
else discovered that he has confused a number of principles or 
worked without a principle at all. The wise critic never decides 
on the last theory except when the symbolic language is derivative ; 
in all other cases he suspends judgment if he cannot decipher the 
language. He does not say : * This is unintelligible but ‘ This, 
so far, I cannot read ’. 

3 Cf. ‘ Architecture as typical art ’, Part I ; ‘ Naturalism and 
representation (i) and (ii) Parts I and II ; ‘ Architectural form 
Part III, 
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Pater’s spirit and from Pater’s angle, which I believe 
to be the correct spirit and the correct angle if we are 
to derive the satisfaction and the value which this type 
of work can give. 

If I am right in submitting that the nature of our 
reaction to such art is a species of satisfaction at the 
contemplation of a synoptic symbol for formal order 
it follows that our reaction to the colour subject of 
an architectural work, which is part of this form- 
subject, must be the same in character. 

This I believe to be the case. The colour-subject 
in a work of this kind is always, as I have indicated , 1 a 
relation of colours. Our reaction when we contemplate 
a relation of colours in a work of art is, I believe, the 
same kind of satisfaction that we get when we con- 
template a work of art’s relation of forms. It is a 
kind of gratitude to the artist for having symbolized 
a relation which we had ourselves desired to perceive 
to the point of concrete form but which we ourselves 
were unable to perceive to such a point of precision. 

There are those who tell us that we react purely 
sensationally to individual colours and also to relations 
of colours. There are others who believe that our 
reactions in both cases are the result of associations of 
ideas. Both points are worth examination. 

In regard to our reactions to individual colours I 
have submitted earlier 2 that there is a mechanical 
reaction in our eye to individual colours, and that this 
reaction is different from the reaction of the camera’s 
eye as at present constructed. How far our mechanical 
vision communicates to sensation without associated 
ideas from the brain is an open question. In the case 
of the normal man the communication between the 
eye and sensation is probably much less direct than 
is commonly supposed. I believe that nine times out 

1 Cf. * Architectural colour ’, Part III. 

2 Cf. ‘ Human perception ’, Part II. 
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of ten our sensational reactions are the result of 
associated ideas ; that lake reds elate us if we associate 
them with roses and the bloom of youth on healthy 
cheeks, while the same range of reds depress us if 
we associate them with heavy pomp and pools of 
blood ; I believe that cadmium yellow cheers us if we 
associate it with daffodils and sunlight ; and that black 
depresses us if we associate it with darkness and with 
death. It is easy to confuse pure sensational reaction 
with sensational reaction caused by association of 
ideas ; 1 and though I do not venture to suggest that 
pure sensational reactions never happen from con- 
templation of individual colours I believe that great 
caution must be exercised before assuming that 
our reactions to individual colours 2 are anything 

1 This (a point I have touched on earlier in ‘ Human perception *) 
is one of the reasons why comparisons between our reactions to 
music and our reactions to pictures are so dangerous. For to begin 
with music assaults us through the ear, an organ which is much 
less intimately and elaborately connected with the brain than the 
eye, and music for this physiological reason can make a more direct 
communication to our senses ; and then we must remember that 
I am speaking at this point not of colour (i.e. relations of colour) 
but of individual colours. Most comparisons between painting and 
music compare our reaction to a splash of red or yellow to our 
reactions to a series of sounds. The only comparisons that are 
possible at all are first a comparison between our reactions to a 
splash of red or yellow and our reactions to a single note of an 
instrument or voice ; second a comparison between our reactions 
to a relation of colours in a work of plastic art and our reactions to 
a chord ; and third a comparison between our reactions to a series 
of relations of colours in a work of plastic art and our reactions to 
a series of notes and chords. But for the reason I have given and 
also because music is a progression whereas a work of plastic art 
is relatively static I believe all such comparisons to be more enter- 
taining than helpful in the study of the individual arts, 

2 Romantic artists use individual colours as emotive agents. 
Original artists of this class have in mind the colour's effect on their 
own sensation as determined by romantic associated ideas. Popular 
artists of this class use individual colours in the same way to achieve 
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approaching purely direct effects of those individual 
colours on our sensations. 

In discussing our mechanical vision as opposed to 
perception 1 I 'have suggested that we mechanically 
see relations of colours in so far as they are relations 
of light and shade in much the same way as the camera 
sees them. We must now observe that to perceive 
such relations we have to call up reinforcements to 
our mechanical vision to convert it to perception. For 
this reason it seems to me dangerous to suggest that 
we react purely sensationally to relations of colours ; 
and it is equally dangerous to suggest that we react 
to such relations purely on the stimulus of associated 
ideas. We do not, I believe, react to a combination 
of red and yellow in a picture in a mechanically sensa- 
tional manner as we react to the movement of a 
cross-channel steamer, nor do we react to it purely 
because we associate a similar combination of colours 
with the Spanish flag or with oranges and tomatoes 
on the quay at Venice ; we react to it, I believe, as to 
a combination , we like it if it appears to be evidence 
of deliberate well-devised symbolic order and we dislike 
it if it appears to be a combination that is accidental 
and so without symbolic sense ; we react to it, that 
is to say, in exactly the same way that we react to any 
other component part of architectural form. 

Now it may be suggested that the spectator’s 
appreciation of original architectural art, his satisfac- 
tion at the contemplation of a problem admirably 
solved, must contribute to the work’s intrinsic value 
even if it be admitted that the work also has intrinsic 
value of the kind I have submitted at the beginning of 

contact with the spectator’s familiar ideas romantically associated 
with such colours. When we react to the one use or the other 
we are only too apt to imagine that our reaction is a pure sensation 
when it is in fact due to new or familiar romantic associated ideas. 

1 Cf. ‘ Human perception ’, Part II. 
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this section. _ This as I have tried to indicate through- 
out this inquiry I believe to be a fallacy. The acquired 
value taken on by such a work from the spectator’s 
satisfaction is a value of quite a different character 
from its intrinsic value. The intrinsic value of an 
original work of art is constant. The acquired value 
is always an unknown and a variable quantity, which 
has relation only to itself. It can be a criterion of 
the spectator’s value from certain points of view ; but 
it can never be the criterion of an original work’s 
intrinsic value or mingle with that value or detract 
from it. If I pour oil upon water I do not increase the 
amount of water or detract from it. The water remains 
where it was before I arrived on the scene. 

It may further be objected that, if the truly valuable 
effect of such art is the enlargement of the spectator’s 
experience of a certain kind — then, when the enlarge- 
ment has been effected the work, on the one hand, 
will cease to have intrinsic value and the spectator, 
on the other, will cease to derive satisfaction from it. 
This, I submit, is a confusion between the intrinsic 
value of a work and the work’s effects. If I discover 
a terrific explosive the discovery may enable an 
engineer to build a tunnel which would benefit a 
great number of people ; it may also enable a general 
to blow a vast number of boys and men to tiny pieces. 
The intrinsic value of a scientific discovery resides 
in the apprehension of the general laws which the 
discovery represents ; it resides in the new knowledge 
that a + b -f c will blow a mountain or a thousand 
men to blazes. That value cannot be altered by 
the accident that one man is pleased with it because it 
can add to man’s convenience while another is pleased 
with it because it can destroy the kind of man he dis- 
likes at the moment. In the same way the intrinsic 
value of a work of original architectural art is inde- 
pendent of its effects on subsequent spectators. 
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Such a work moreover has its store of intrinsic 
value which it can contribute over and over again. 
To a fresh spectator it can always obviously contribute 
full value. To a spectator to whom it is already 
known it can contribute ever fresh value until the 
total enlargement which it represents has become part 
and parcel of the spectator’s familiar formal experi- 
ence ; then for that spectator its work is done ; and 
the spectator is in the position of the original artist 
who looks back on the work he did last year as no 
longer of interest. The spectator may return to it 
and give it the acquired value of his patronage ; but 
unless he has reached a stage when he is no longer 
capable of enlarging his formal experience by art he 
will leave it with a greeting and pass on to a picture 
which can give him value that he has not yet acquired. 

Nevertheless there are, I believe, few actual works of 
art which can contribute value to a spectator for very 
long unless that spectator has ceased to be able to 
react to enlargements of his experience in the work’s 
particular field. The greater the work the longer it 
has intrinsic value to give the receptive spectator. 
There may be works that would satisfy a receptive 
spectator throughout his whole lifetime, though he 
saw them continually every day. But when a man 
says that he never tires of Raphael’s ‘ School of Athens ’ 
the truth is generally that he has seen the work a 
dozen times (or less) at intervals of years, that he has 
never on any of those occasions received its full value, 
and that between the visits he has forgotten a good 
deal of the value he had absorbed before ; or else the 
truth is that he has reached a stage when his recep- 
tivity has diminished, and that in once again apprecia- 
ting ‘ The School of Athens ’ he is really remaining 
within his acquired experience, and giving the work 
the acquired value of that re-appreciation, instead of 
deriving value from the work by appreciating the 
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order it symbolizes more completely than he had 
ever appreciated it before. 

If a great work like Raphael’s ‘ School of Athens ’ 
would fail to contribute value daily for fifty years to 
a receptive spectator — as I believe it would — simple 
or minor works would obviously fail under a much 
less stringent test. 

My answer to the last objection is therefore this : 
(a) the intrinsic value of a work of original archi- 
tectural art does not depend on the amount of value 
it contributes to you and me, because that value does 
not depend on its effects ; ( b ) there may be works 
which can continue to give value for fifty years to a 
continuously receptive spectator but such works are 
certainly most rare ; and to the question, * Why do 
we not tire of great original works of art ? ’ I answer, 
£ We do tire of them if we ever reach the stage of 
having absorbed the value they can give .’ 1 

(e) Value of original romantic art 

In the sections of Part I headed ‘ The romantic 
heresy ’ and ‘ Original romantic art ’ I have briefly 
described the character of the original romantic artist’s 
activity. We have now to consider the intrinsic and 
acquired value of such art. 

The task of such an artist as spectator of his own 
work is to decide whether or not his work is a perfect 
symbol of that enlargement of his experience which 
he set out to achieve. This obviously is the same kind 
of task as that of the original architectural artist- 
spectator, and it is as frequently done badly through 

1 To say * I should never tire of Chartres Cathedral ’ is not a 
valid objection at this point. Because Chartres is the work not of 
one original artist but a hundred. It has therefore a hundred times 
as much value to confer. I am speaking in this inquiry of single 
works produced by individual artists. 
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incompetence or dishonesty in the various ways I 
have described 1 and also in certain other ways pecu- 
liar to itself which it is unnecessary for our purpose 
to examine. 

When the original romantic artist-spectator has 
failed in his task, then his work has, of course, no 
intrinsic value ; it is again the horse that has failed 
at the first fence. When the artist has succeeded and 
has honestly and correctly passed his work as right, 
can it be said to have an intrinsic value equivalent to 
that of original architectural art honestly and correctly 
passed in the same way ? 

This is a difficult question. I submit that the 
intrinsic value of such works — which are, of course, 
as rare as original architectural works — is a high value 
but not so high as that of original architectural art. 

There is, I think, a difference in value, because the 
original romantic artist sets out to achieve contact, 
not with any universal order, but with fragments ; 
by such contact he strives to achieve an enlargement, 
not of his formal, but of his emotional experience, 
and, as we have seen, to effect his purpose he concen- 
trates on a point of focus and invents for that point 
an appropriate setting. 

Now the impulse towards enlarged perception of 
unusually emotive fragments is no less normal in 
man than the impulse towards enlarged perception of 
formal order. But the activity of the original romantic 
artist is from first to last empirical — and so a kind of 
activity that is always ranked lower than the deliberate 
search for universal laws. 

To take the very obvious example of an original 
architectural artist and an original romantic both 
painting a woman’s head. The former is concerned 
with the formal relations of the parts of the head one 

1 Cf. ‘ The dishonest artist-spectator ’ and ‘ The honest incom- 
petent artist-spectator 1 in this part. 
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to another, and the formal relation of his representa- 
tional symbols for those parts (and for the whole head) 
to that symbol of universal order which he has set 
out to create by his architectural picture. He is 
concerned from first to last with a search for a creation 
of a formal order. The original romantic artist is 
concerned with the details of this particular woman’s 
head that have enlarged his emotional experience. He 
may be concerned with the expression of her eye, or 
the shape of her mouth, or the movement of her neck. 
The emotive details may be formal. That does not 
matter. The difference between the two men is that 
the first is concerned with formal relations, that is 
to say, with an order, while the second is concerned 
with formal or other fragments perceived as unusually 
emotive. When the original romantic artist has 
forced his romantic perception of the woman’s eyes 
or the shape of her mouth or whatever it may be to 
the point of symbolic romantic expression, his work 
is done ; and in our own day when artists are much 
freer than they have ever been before, leading original 
romantics like Rouveyre or Augustus John habitually 
stop work when their pictures have reached that 
point. But I cannot help feeling that the intrinsic 
value of this achievement is lower than the intrinsic 
value of a picture which, like a work of architecture, 
is from first to last a symbol of the artist’s actual or 
imagined perception of a formal order. 

Now how does original romantic art affect the spec- 
tator ? Obviously it helps him to perform a task 
which, as a normal human being with a normal, desire 
to enlarge his comprehension and appreciation of 
unusually emotive fragments, he would like to do 
himself but cannot. We all know that as we move 
about the world we continually recognize with pleasur- 
able emotion some emotive fragments which, we say, 
remind us of some romantic artist’s pictures. When 
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we say this we should say that we have perceived these 
fragments as emotive because some artist has pointed 
out their emotive qualities, or in other words, that 
the artist’s work has made this type of fragment part 
of our familiar experience of emotive fragments. 
Bosanquet said that all our familiar ideas of ‘ beauty ’ 
derive from art ; and it is probably true that all our 
familiar experience of formal order derives from 
architectural art and all our familiar experience of 
emotive fragments derives from our experience of 
romantic art. The original romantic work of art can 
thus enlarge both our experience of art and our 
experience of the fragments of life which it has stressed 
as emotive ; and it can prepare us for further enlarge- 
ments of both kinds to-morrow. 

Whether the type of experience enlarged in the 
spectator by architectural art is more or less valuable 
than the type of experience enlarged by romantic art, 
it is not necessary for our purpose to inquire. But I 
am tempted to suggest that at certain times one kind 
of enlargement is more valuable while at others the 
higher value must be conceded to the other. This 
applies, I think, both to individuals and the com- 
munities ; there are times in every normal man’s life 
when in his continual efforts to adjust himself to life 
he is disposed to enlarge his romantic experience ; 
there are other times, in the same process, when he 
is more disposed to further experience of order. 
Possibly, in each case the more valuable art for him 
at each time is not the kind he welcomes but the other 
— but that again is a question I can leave aside. In 
the same way communities in certain circumstances 
are disposed to the one form of enlargement while in 
other circumstances they are disposed to the other; 
this swing of the pendulum corresponds to the analogous 
swing in general thought ; in times and places where 
individualism holds the field a community asks for 
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enlargement of its romantic experience — when again 
it may be observed it is possible that an enlargement 
of formal experience might be better for its health. 
In times when reason, order and collectivism hold 
sway in thought a community tends to desire to per- 
ceive formal order when, it may be, increased apprecia- 
tion and comprehension of unusually emotive frag- 
ments might do it little harm. 

We have still to consider the acquired value given 
to original romantic art by the appreciation of the 
spectator. That ‘ acquired ’ value is of course of the 
same kind as the acquired value given to original 
architectural art ; it is equally an. unknown quantity, 
equally variable, equally different from the work’s 
intrinsic value and equally useless as a criterion of 
that value. But it is often an index to the psychological 
condition both of individual spectators and com- 
munities at the time. 


(/) Value of original descriptive art 

Now what is the intrinsic value and the acquired 
value of original descriptive art ? 

The task of such an artist as spectator of his own 
work is to decide whether or not his work is a perfect 
symbol of the initial enlargement of his own experi- 
ence which prompted it. This again is obviously the 
same kind of task as the tasks of the original archi- 
tectural and romantic artists which we have been 
considering. Again, obviously, the task is frequently 
done badly through incompetence or dishonesty in 
the ways I have described earlier and in other ways 
peculiarly its own. Again, also, such work has no 
intrinsic value if dishonestly or incompetently passed 
as ‘ right ’ by the artist-spectator when, in fact, it is 
not a perfect expression of his original initial purpose. 


Value of original descriptive art 

Again in such a case it is a horse which has failed at 
the first fence. 

But when such an artist has honestly and com- 
petently passed his work as right then his work, I 
submit, has intrinsic value because the artist has obeyed 
an impulse towards increased comprehension of every- 
day life, an impulse which is as normal as the formal 
and romantic impulses, and a part (as the other impulses 
are parts) of man’s continual effort at adjusting himself 
to his surroundings. 

This intrinsic value I set lower than the intrinsic 
value of original architectural art because the enlarged 
perception of everyday life is always set lower than 
enlarged perception of a formal order. 

Whether there is or is not a justification for this 
difference in valuation is a more complicated question 
than is commonly supposed. It is undeniable that 
the activity of the original descriptive artist is held in 
particularly low esteem at the moment because we 
have been told so often that such an artist is engaged 
in an activity more suited to the historian, the novelist, 
the parson or the photographer, that we have begun 
to believe it. A picture we have been told again and 
again should not ‘ tell a story ’ ; but the reason given 
is really only a statement of a fact I have already 
indicated, the fact that specialists in other fields have 
now robbed the artist of his * story-telling ’ task . 1 In 
other words, the critics have said to the original 
descriptive artist : ‘ Mr. Jones the historian, Mr. 
Brown the scientist, Mr. White the psychologist, Mr. 
Green the novelist, Mr. Smith the parson and Mr. 
Robinson the photographer have now robbed you of 
all your lounge suits. Therefore , it is obvious, lounge 
suits do not suit your style of beauty. You must always 
appear in a morning coat or evening dress.’ 

1 Cf.‘ The single strand \ ‘ Original descriptive art \ Part I, and 
‘ The position to-day Part III. 

202 





Value of original descriptive art 

There is in the nature of things no reason why a 
picture should not tell a story ; the medium is well 
adapted for the purpose and before the specialists did 
their robbing, original descriptive art was extremely 
common. Breughel the Elder and Ghirlandajo 1 
immediately come to mind as artists of this class, and 
many of the religious artists fall within it. 

The prejudice against art of this character in the 
modern world derives, of course, from a confusion 
between the activity of the original descriptive artist 
and that of the popular descriptive artist, the value of 
whose work I shall examine later on. I am not tempted 
to suggest that the intrinsic value of original descriptive 
art is as high as that of original architectural art, but 
I believe it is possible to argue that it is as high as 
that of the original romantic artist’s contribution, and 
that it may be higher, because the original descriptive 
artist is concerned with the acquisition and symbolizing 
of generic experience and is thus nearer to the original 
architectural artist who is concerned with the acquisi- 
tion and symbolizing of universal experience than to 
the original romantic artist who is concerned with the 
perception of fragments. 

But the artists of the modern movement are prob- 
ably well advised to regard originality in this form of 
art as almost impossibly difficult of achievement in the 
modern world. The argument that painting is un- 
suited to such achievement is, as I have suggested 
above, palpably ridiculous. But the artist robbed by 
Messrs. Jones, Brown, White, Green, Smith and 

1 Every one who has studied Ghirlandajo’s frescoes in Santa 
Maria Novella in Florence knows well that Ghirlandajo could not 
produce architectural art. His perception was not architectural 
in kind ; but I am not to be convinced that for this reason Ghir- 
landajo must be refused the title of artist or that these charming 
records of Florentine life must be set down as without intrinsic 
value. 
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Robinson of all his lounge suits, though lounge suits 
may become him, is only showing reasonable adapt- 
ability to circumstances when he concentrates his 
attention on his morning coats and evening dress. 

Actually, as we all know, there are scarcely any 
original descriptive artists in the modern world at all . 1 
With so few exceptions that it is difficult to name 
them, descriptive artists since the Renaissance have all 
been popular in kind. But such original descriptive 
art as exists to-day has, I submit, an intrinsic value 
somewhere between the intrinsic values of original 
architectural and original romantic art. 

Now what is the effect on the spectator of original 
descriptive art ? Clearly once again it helps him to 
perform a task which, as a normal human being with 
a normal impulse to greater comprehension and 
appreciation of scientific, social-historical and moral 
aspects of everyday life, he desires to perform him- 
self but cannot. The value of the enlargement effected 
for us by original descriptive art must thus be assessed 
by standards of ethics and education. 

Finally, we must observe that the acquired value 
given to original descriptive art by the spectator, like 
the acquired value in the case of other forms of original 
art, is a variable factor, different in kind from the 
work’s intrinsic value and, here again, we must observe 
that such acquired value cannot be made the criterion 
of the intrinsic value of the work, though it may be 
an index to the educational and ethical standards of 
the spectator. 

(g) The Philistine and original art 

In the foregoing considerations of the value of various 
forms of original art and of their effects on the spectator 

1 Cf. £ The position to-day \ Part III, where I have referred to 
some original descriptive art produced in England in recent years. 
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I have assumed the normality of the spectator, because 
most abnormal spectators can be disregarded. 

We have no need to speculate on the reactions of 
mad spectators or of eccentric spectators of most 
kinds. But there is one class of abnormal spectator 
that is so numerous that it must be separately con- 
sidered. That class of spectator is the Philistine. 

The Philistine is the man who is obstinately deter- 
mined to remain within his familiar experience in 
every field, holding any further experience to be quite 
unnecessary ; he is the man whose normal impulses 
towards further experience of any kind have become 
atrophied ; he is the man who has reached a point in 
his development where he says to himself : ‘ This is 
enough. I am what I am. I know what I know. I 
like what I like. I do not desire to alter in any 
way.’ 

The Philistine always detests original art. When 
normal men tell him that he should make an effort to 
understand it, when they suggest, that is, that he should 
enlarge his experience by art, he flies into a passion. 
Confronted with original architectural art the Philistine 
says : ‘ This is not architectural art,’ when he should 
say : ‘ I have never seen architectural art of this kind 
before.’ Confronted with original romantic art he 
says : ‘ This is not romantic beauty,’ when he should 
say : ‘ I have never regarded this particular fragment 
as romantically emotive in life or seen it stressed as 
romantically emotive in art before.’ Confronted with 
original descriptive art he says : ‘ This is not true to 
nature,’ when he should say : ‘I have never noticed 
this in everyday life before.’ Also most frequently 
he confuses the issue, and abuses formal art because 
it does not fall within his familiar romantic experience, 
and romantic art because it does not correspond to 
his familiar experience of everyday life, and so on. 

The Philistine is not only abnormal in this way. Pie 
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is also abnormal because he is a person with a per- 
manent grievance. He is a person with a permanent 
grievance against original artists as such, because he 
knows that their work is carried through from start to 
finish without reference to its effects upon himself. 
This standing grievance flames into active hostility 
when the Philistine is confronted with an actual work 
of original art. To save his face in that situation the 
Philistine says that he resents the attempt of the original 
artist to ‘ pull his leg ’ ; what he would say if he had 
the courage is that he resents the original artist’s 
complete lack of concern with his leg or any other part 
of him. If he does not suggest that the original artist 
is pulling his leg he suggests that he is mad ; and such 
is the Philistine’s conviction of his own importance 
that, in calling those who ignore him madmen, he is 
perfectly sincere. 

The only type of art which is understood by the 
Philistine is venal popular art, the value of which we 
must now consider. 

(h) Value of romantic popular art 

In estimating the intrinsic value of any form of 
popular art we must not forget the distinction I have 
indicated in Part I between the activity of the dis- 
interested popular artist working to please himself 
and that of the venal popular artist working to please 
other people and extract their money. 

Let us consider first the value of the venal romantic 
popular artist . 1 As artist-spectator such a man is 
clearly not faced with any problem comparable with 
that of any original artist. The initial impulse of his 
work, its form and character are all determined with a 
view to achieving contact with other people’s familiar, 

1 Cf. 1 Romantic popular art ’, Part I. 
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snobbish, erotic, sensational or sentimental experience 
of emotive fragments. He is therefore quite unable to 
call his work ‘ right ’ or ‘ wrong ’ until he has dis- 
covered whether the spectators whom he had in mind 
react in the way desired or fail to do so. 

The original architectural artist who paints a 
portrait of my wife can pronounce it right if it fulfils 
the enlargement of his experience of formal order 
which he set out to achieve. The original romantic 
artist can also judge his portrait of my wife by his own 
standard. But the venal romantic popular artist who 
paints a portrait of my wife to achieve contact with 
my familiar experience of my wife’s head, considered 
as an emotive fragment, cannot pronounce his work 
right until I have seen the portrait and reacted in the 
way desired. The work of the venal romantic popular 
artist can never have intrinsic value, deriving from the 
artist’s honest competent judgment of it as the perfect 
fulfilment of his purpose before it is seen by other 
people, because his purpose is fulfilled not by himself 
but by the spectators whom he set out to attract and 
please. 

In point of fact if the romantic popular artist knows 
his business the effect of such works on the average 
spectator is generally automatic. A romantic popular 
work says to the spectator : ‘You have seen the frag- 
ments here portrayed before and you have felt them 
emotive. They fall within your familiar experience 
of romantic “ beauty ”. The man who made me is 
an artist, a specialist in “ beauty ”, and he has the same 
experience of fragments that you have and feels them 
emotive in the same way. You are a fine romantic 
fellow whose familiar experience of emotive fragments 
is also the experience of an artist. There is therefore 
no need for you to enlarge your familiar experience in 
this field ; your romantic sensibility is all that could 
be desired.’ 
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The spectator responds 1 to this flattery and gives 
the picture the acquired value of his appreciation. 
This is the only sort of 'value a work of venal romantic 
popular art can ever have ; and it is high or low 
according as many or few people chance to have 
opportunities of seeing the picture and responding to 

its flattery. , x . 

Such works do not contribute value to the spectator 

but derive merely a variable 2 value from his apprecia- 
tion • and in admiring them the spectator is simply 
indulging in the pleasure of receiving flattery. 

It must be clearly understood that we are responding 
to flattery when we go to the Royal Academy or the 
National Gallery and admire romantic popular pictures 


1 When a man buys a romantic picture because the central figure 
is like his little daughter or his mistress he is responding to this 
type of flattery. When he buys a romantic landscape because it 
reminds him of the place where he spent his holiday or his honey- 
moon he is doing the same thing. When he buys a romantic land- 
scape because it reminds him of the sunset he admired yesterday 
he is also responding in the same way. 

2 I have referred in the next section to the relatively constant 
acquired value of romantic popular art when it is designed to 
achieve contact with very elementary and constantly familiar 
emotional experience in the spectator and I have given the case of 
Sir Luke Fildes’ ‘ The Doctor ’ as an example. But unless the 
familiar emotional experience in question is very elementary and 
so constant the acquired value of such work is extremely variable. 
When the artist sets out for example to achieve contact with the 
spectator’s familiar experience of fashionable-emotive fragmen s 
the acquired value of his work changes as the fashions change. 
Romantic popular illustrators generally continue all their life to 
draw women the shape that they found emotive in their youth. 
That is why no popular illustrator over fifty can draw what the 
public at that time thinks an ‘ attractive ’ woman, and why there 
is always a call for young illustrators in Fleet Street. It must 
however be observed that a hundred years later the acquired value 
of the romantic popular illustrator’s work again increases because 
the fashions become once more emotive as being quaint and 
‘ old world ’, i.e. remote in time. Much the same thing happens to 
the acquired value of romantic popular portraits. Cf. Plate 30. 
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as records of emotive fragments with which we are 
familiar in life. For such pictures merely tell us that 
our own familiar, snobbish, erotic, sensational or 
sentimental experience is a suitable content for a work 
of art. 

Now let us consider the value of the work produced 
by the disinterested romantic popular artist who works 
not to please and attract other people but to please 
himself. 

The reader, who remembers the description of this 
type of artist’s activity which I have already given , 1 
will realize that in my view such an artist is an average 
snob, sensualist or sentimentalist who has the eccen- 
tricity of thinking it worth while to spend all his time 
in the relatively harmless and completely safe amuse- 
ment of painting pictures within his familiar romantic 
experience. 

The task of judging his own work as an artist- 
spectator is obviously quite a simple one for such an 
artist, because the difficult problem of achieving perfect 
form for an enlargement of his experience is not 
involved. Moreover, the experience recorded being 
familiar, it does not call for anything but familiar 
procedure to record it. Artists of this calibre when 
they are dishonest or incompetent as artist-spectators 
sometimes try to express their familiar romantic 
experience in original technique. But such cases are 
rare because popular romantic artists are usually men 
of low mental energy with no impulse towards inven- 
tion of any kind ; and always, of course, the result in 
such cases is without intrinsic value because an original 
language is not a suitable means of communicating 
the familiar experience which is the subject of the 
work. 

If through incompetence or dishonesty such an 
artist passes his work as ‘ right ’ when it is ■ wrong ’ 

1 ‘ Romantic popular art Part I, 
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it is of course without intrinsic value. But if the work 
has been honestly and competently passed by the 
romantic popular painter as the perfect expression of 
his romantic popular experience, can we then attribute 
to the work intrinsic value and if so is it nign . . _ 

We must, I think, admit a low degree of intrinsic 
value. But we must not forget that the disinterested 
romantic popular artist’s activity is as empirical at all 
stages as that of the original romantic ; and, as the 
experience of emotive fragments which he records is 
familiar experience, the intrinsic value of his achieve- 
ment cannot, I submit, be anything but lower than 
that of the achievement of his original romantic 

^The effects of disinterested romantic popular art 
on the spectator are rather curious. Such art in 
practice is usually produced by men who can afford 
to paint or sculpt without making money, ihe 
romantic popular artist of this class is thus as likely 
to ignore the average spectator’s familiar experience 
as completely as it is ignored by the original romantic 
artist— though of course he is led to this position by 
an entirely different route. The work of such a man, 
like the work of an original artist, is produced without 
reference to its effects on spectators other than the 
artist (for if the artist works for praise instead of 
money he is none the less venal and is merely asking 
for payment of another kind). The work of such an 
artist has a measure of intrinsic value because the 
artist’s purpose is achieved when he has honestly and 
competently passed his work as right. Its value is 
not solely the acquired value received from spectators 
as is the case with venal art of this, character. It has 
its intrinsic value, such as it is, .without reference to 
any spectator other than the artist. 

Evidence of this independence of the financially 
independent artist generally creeps into his work 
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which for that reason is frequently mistaken by the 
spectator for original romantic art. The Philistine 
when confronted with such work often feels his 
characteristic grievance. He sees here and there a 
sign that his reactions have not preoccupied the artist, 
and he immediately abuses the work in the same way 
that he abuses original art. But the offending elements 
in such productions are not usually as thoroughgoing 
as the offending elements in original art because the 
artists are men of less vigorous attitudes of mind, 
and, living in comfort, they are prone to the notion 
that art, like everything else in leisured circles, should 
be sophisticated and urbane ; and for this reason the 
Philistine is not usually impelled to abuse them with 
as much vehemence. 

On the other hand those who admire original art 
often fall into this same error of confusing disinterested 
romantic popular art with original romantic art. 
They see evidence that the artist has not concerned 
himself with their reactions and attribute the inde- 
pendence to originality, when, in fact, it derives from 
money in the bank. 

I am not of course suggesting that all disinterested 
romantic popular artists are rich men ; or that all 
artists with an independent income paint romantic 
popular art ; or that there is any difference between 
the original romantic artist with no money and the 
same kind of artist with an independent income— except 
that the latter’s work is more likely to be sophisticated 
and urbane. But it is, I think, a fact that most roman- 
tic popular artists who are disinterested are romantic 
popular artists who have no material temptation to be 
venal . 1 The romantic popular artist is after all a man 

1 Sargent, to whom I have referred in Part II as a disinterested 
romantic popular artist, was disinterested on a sound financial basis. 
He became a rich man early in life. When he abandoned portraits 
for derivative impressionist landscapes he was already wealthy. 
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of low intellectual energy ; if he had high intellectual 
energy he would feel the urge to enlarge his romantic 
experience and not be content to spend 1m days m 
producing art of the romantic popular kind. 

P What I submit, then, is that disinterested romantic 
popular art can have an intrinsic value of the same 
kind as the intrinsic value of original romantic art, 
but much lower in degree; that it can also have 
acauired value from the spectator s appreciation , 
hut that whereas in the case of venal romantic popular 
art the acquired value is the sole kind of value possible 
and the amount of that acquired value is the sole 
criterion of the work’s value, m the _cas_e of dismte - 
ested work of the same kind the acquired value cannot 
be the sole criterion because there is a certain low 
degree of intrinsic value in the work. 

(i) Value of descriptive popular art 

Now let us consider the value of the work produced 
by the venal descriptive popular artist, and his disinter- 
ested brother who makes descriptive records m the 
spirit in which other men play golf. 2 _ 

As artist-spectator the venal artist m this ca eg y 
is in the same position as the venal romantic popular 
artist. The initial impulse of his. work,_ its form and 
character have all been dictated with a view to achiev- 
ing contact with other people’s familiar experience of 

i It must also be remembered that the disinterested romantic 
nooular artist is frequently a man of middle age who has produced 
SSdS m hi youth which chanced to find 1 apprecaa- 
tion and bring him money, and who has since yielded to the tempta-. 
tion to imitate his own work and thus degenerate from an original 
to a derivative popular artist. The relation of the disinterested to 
the venal artist of this kind and the effects of his work on the spec- 
tator I shall discuss under ‘ Value of derivative popular art 

this part. , „ . T 

2 Cf. * Descriptive popular art , rart 1. 
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everyday life ; he cannot for that reason pronounce 
his work right or finished or wrong or unfinished until 
he has discovered whether the spectators whom he 
had in mind do or do not react in the way contemplated. 
The work of the venal descriptive popular artist can 
never have intrinsic value deriving from the artist’s 
honest competent judgment of it as the perfect fulfil- 
ment of his purpose before it is seen by other people. 

Such works do not contribute value to the spectator. 
The only kind of value which they can ever have is 
acquired value from the spectator’s appreciation. 
That appreciation is a response to flattery of a kind 
analogous to the spectator’s response to venal romantic 
popular art. For such work says to the spectator : 
‘ You have already frequently experienced the generic 
character of these physical objects and concrete things, 
or the social historical, or moral aspects of everyday 
life that are here portrayed. You are an intelligent 
observant fellow with no foolish romantic notions and 
no “ highbrow ” ideas of architectural art ; your 
observation coincides with the observation of a descrip- 
tive artist who is a specialist in observation ; there is 
no need for you to enlarge your familiar experience 
of everyday life ; you know all that it is necessary to 
know about it already.’ 

The only criterion of the value of such art is the 
amount of the acquired value presented to the work 
by the spectator’s appreciation, since such art being 
venal has no intrinsic worth of any kind. 

The spectator with whom venal descriptive popular 
artists set out to achieve contact is the man in the 
street. This kind of art tends to have a high acquired 
value because it is generally admired by a great number 
of spectators. Also its value formerly was fairly 
constant because the average man’s familiar experience 
of everyday life used to be much the same everywhere 
for generations. But, as a result of the advance of 
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education, the labours of specialists and the produc- 
tions of machines, venal popular art in the modern 
world tends to change its acquired value with each 
generation, and, since the criterion of value of such 
work is the sum total of the spectator’s appreciation, 
the work must be said to have only a variable value 
which changes in general education and social con- 
ditions can considerably increase, diminish and even 
sometimes totally destroy . 1 

Now what is the value of the work produced by the 
disinterested descriptive popular artist ? Here again 
we have a parallel with disinterested romantic popular 
art. The work if incompetently or dishonestly passed 
by the artist-spectator has no intrinsic value being a 
horse that has failed at the first fence, and if honestly 
and competently passed it has the same kind of intrinsic 
value as original art of its class though that value is 
much lower in degree. 

The effects of disinterested descriptive popular art 
on the spectator are again much the same in kind as 

1 The value of a descriptive popular work like Frith’s * Paddington 
Station ’, which is solely acquired value made up of the sum total 
of spectators’ appreciation, is obviously less to-day than it was at 
the time when people, recognising its topical generic descriptions, 
crowded round it in the Academy and bought hundreds of engrav- 
ings of it for their homes. Eventually it will only be given historical 
value by the few spectators who take an interest in social-historical 
details of the past, and so, having very few admirers, its value will 
then be very small. On the other hand the acquired value of 
romantic popular art, which I examined in the last section, is much 
more constant if the work achieves the desired contact with con- 
stantly familiar emotions in mankind. Sir Luke Fildes’ ‘ The 
Doctor ’ is a picture of this character. It has lost much of its 
acquired value presented by the appreciation of ‘ artistic ’ specta- 
tors (as I remark in my next section discussing the value of deriva- 
tive art), but the acquired value presented to ‘ The Doctor ’ by 
people responding to its flattery of their familiar sentimental experi- 
ence is probably as high to-day as it ever has been and it is likely to 
remain so till the crack of doom ; and indeed photogravures of this 
picture are still sold in considerable numbers. 
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the effects of disinterested romantic art : that is to 
say such work is often mistaken for original art by 
the Philistine and disliked by him for that reason, and 
it is as often mistaken for original art by the man who 
admires original art and is admired by him for that 
reason, the explanation being in both cases that the 
spectator is aware of a certain independence in the 
artist’s attitude, a certain non-concern with the 
spectator’s reactions, and that he mistakes this inde- 
pendence for the attitude of the original artist when 
frequently it is merely an independence deriving from 
a balance at the bank. 

What I submit then on this point of the value of 
descriptive popular art is (a) that venal art of this 
calibre has no intrinsic value but only a variable 
acquired value deriving from the spectator’s apprecia- 
tion and that the amount of the variable acquired 
value is the sole criterion of its worth ; and (b) that 
disinterested art of this character is the work of a man 
who paints his pictures in the same spirit that another 
man plays golf ; that it may have the same kind of 
intrinsic value as original descriptive art though much 
lower in degree ; and that it may have also acquired 
value from the spectator’s appreciation ; but that the 
amount of that acquired value cannot be the sole 
criterion of the work’s value, because disinterested 
popular art like original art is produced without 
reference to its effects on the spectator and has a certain 
low degree of intrinsic value deriving from the artist’s 
attitude. 

(/) Value of derivative popular art 

I now come to the value of the work produced by 
venal and disinterested derivative popular artists. In 
the case of these artists there is no question of com- 
paring the value of their productions with the value 
of original art of the same kind for there is, as I have 
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observed before, no such thing as original derivative 
art and all such art is popular in kind. 

I have defined the derivative popular artist as a 
man who works within his own familiar experience 
of art or within what he believes to be certain other 
neoole’s familiar experience of art. . 

P As artist-spectator the venal artist m this category 
is in the same position as venal romantic popular and 
venal descriptive popular artists. The initial impulse 
of his work, its form and character have all been 
determined with a view to achieving contact with 
‘ artistic ’ people’s familiar experience of art he 
cannot for that reason pronounce _ his work right or 
finished or wrong or unfinished until he has discovered 
whether the spectators whom he had in mind do or do 
not react in the way contemplated. 

The work of the venal derivative popular artist can 
never have intrinsic value arising from the artists 
honest competent judgment of it as the peifect fulfil- 
ment of his purpose before it is seen by other people 
because his purpose has not been completed until 
‘ artistic ’ people have pronounced his picture right. 

Works of this kind of artist do not contribute value 
to the spectator. The only kind of value which they 
can ever have is acquired value from the spectator s 

aP When tl a°man sets out to imitate a picture by Titian, 
Constable, Pissarro, Sargent, Cezanne, or any other 
artist living or dead, in the spirit of a tradesman setting 
out to provide goods for an existing mar e , 
customer whom he sets out to please is not the man m 
the street but the man who thinks he knows some- 
thing about art. The patron whom he hopes to 
attract and please is the man who frequents the art 
museums, the Royal Academy, the New English Art 
Club, the London Group or the studios of artists. 
He attempts to achieve contact with that kmd ol 
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spectator’s familiar experience of the kind of pictures 
he has seen in places where in his opinion he has seen 
works of art displayed . 1 The spectator’s appreciation 
of such work is once again a response to flattery, for 
venal derivative popular art says to the spectator : 
‘ You have frequently seen pictures or sculpture of 
my kind before. I am one of the kinds of picture or 
statue that you consider art. You are a cultivated 
fellow and recognize art when you see it. There is 
no need for you to enlarge your experience of art. 
You know all that is necessary to know about it already.’ 

The only criterion of the value of such art is the 
amount of the acquired value presented to the work 
by artistic spectators’ appreciation, since such art being 
venal has not intrinsic worth of any kind ; and, we 
may observe in passing, the attitude of the man who 
produces such work is singularly contemptible, because, 
in practice he frequently imitates the superficial char- 
acteristics of the original art produced by men who 
were despised and rejected, and reaps the material 
rewards for his labours which the original artists had 
to do without. 

The amount of the total acquired value presented 
to such art by the spectator’s appreciation is frequently 
at a given moment very high. But it is even more 
variable than the acquired value of either romantic 
or descriptive popular art because the taste of the 
‘ artistic ’ public changes notoriously with each 
generation. 

In the ’eighties of the last century most venal 
derivative popular artists established contact with the 
vague pseudo-romantic Keats-T ennyson-Rossetti- 
Morris-Wardour- Street-costume ideas of art that 
prevailed in the heads of the average visitors to the 
Royal Academy. To-day the average ‘ artistic ’ 
spectator reacts to derivative Impressionist or deriva- 

1 Cf. ‘ The question of survival ’ in this part. 
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tive Post-Impressionist pictures ; fid he regards the 

< Belle Dame sans Merci ’ type of Academy tableau as 
nonsense. As a result all the derivative . pseudo- 
romantic costume pictures that exist have lost m value , 
and if a time comes when no ‘ artistic ’ spectator 
recognizes familiar experience of art in the nineteenth- 
century Knight-in-armour-Morte-d Arthur -beauty - 
poetry-art formula then such pictures will have lost 
all their acquired value and be without value of any 

sort or kind . 1 2 . t j i 

As I remarked in the last section the acquired value 
of a work of romantic popular art like Sir Luke Fildes 

< The Doctor ’ is relatively constant among people who 
respond to its flattery of their familiar emotional 
experience ; but at the. time when it was painted 
acquired value was also given to this picture by people 
who regarded it as a familiar form of art. Large 
romantic popular illustrations of this kind now no 
longer achieve contact with ‘ artistic spectators and 

< The Doctor ’ has therefore lost the acquired value 
given to it by such spectators, though it has retained 
its acquired value of the other kind. 

It should also be observed that the acquired value 
of venal derivative popular art may increase as a result 
of changes in the ‘artistic’ publics .taste. I he 
derivative pictures of Mazo, the pupil, imita oi . 
son-in-law of Velasquez, for example, were not given 
any acquired value by ‘ artistic ’ spectators at the end 
of the eighteenth century. A hundred years later 
when the ‘ direct ’ painters had discovered Velasquez s 
< Las Meninas ’ 3 and Whistler was handling paint 

1 If the pseudo-romantic costume subject was not the real subject 
of the picture but merely incidental in a work expressing original 
formal ororiginal romantic perception then the work of course was 
original formal or original romantic not derivative m kind and it 
has and will always have its original intrinsic value 

2 Cf ‘ Naturalism and representation (u) , rart ii. 
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very much like Mazo, there were hundreds of ‘ artistic ’ 
spectators who gave Mazo’s pictures the acquired 
value of their appreciation. To-day when the technical 
reaction against ‘ direct ’ painting ‘ by the tone values ’ 
has been established for forty years, ‘ artistic ’ spectators 
give the derivative popular works by Mazo the same 
passing glances that they received in the eighteenth 
century, and Mazo’s pictures, always without intrinsic, 
are now once more without acquired value . 1 

Now what is the value of the work produced by the 
disinterested derivative popular artist ? Here the 
artist, in one set of circumstances, is in much the same 
position as romantic and descriptive popular artists 
of this kind. If as artist-spectator he incompetently 
or dishonestly passes his work as right, when it is wrong, 
then his work has no intrinsic value being once more 
a horse that has failed at the first fence ; but if he has 
honestly and competently passed his work as right 
there can in this case be no comparison of its intrinsic 
value with the intrinsic value of original art of the same 
class, because there is no such thing as original deri- 
vative art. The attitude of the disinterested derivative 
popular artist as spectator is simply that of a man 
deciding whether or not he has successfully played the 
role of the sedulous ape. This activity seems to me 
so palpably contemptible that even though it be dif- 
ferent from the venal spirit of the tradesman I cannot 
see any ground for attributing to it any kind of intrinsic 
worth ; and the acquired value of such work is of 
course subject to the same inevitable fluctuations of 

1 In the same way, of course, the imitations of original works by 
Renoir, Cezanne, Van Gogh, Picasso, Matisse, Derain, Marchand, 
Maillol, Brancusi and Wyndham Lewis have more acquired value 
given to them by ‘ artistic ’ spectators to-day than they had twenty, 
or even ten years ago, and more also than they will have given 
them by such spectators when the art of these original artists has 
ceased to be thought of as especially 1 artistic ’ art and has become 
merely a recognised 
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think about it we are therefore ourselves liable to these 
nineteenth-century misconceptions. We have con- 
tinually to hold before us the difference between the 
camera’s vision and human perception. If we fail to 
do this we fail by the same token to understand the 
difference between naturalistic imitation and repre- 
sentational art. 

There is a widespread notion that there is some 
intrinsic value in technique. My attitude to this 
notion will also be familiar to the reader of this inquiry. 
I hold that no work of any intrinsic value can be pro- 
duced by an artist unless his hand obeys his mind ; 
but that obedience cannot be held to have a value in 
itself ; adequate technique is indispensable but it has 
no existence apart from the particular activity of 
which it is a part. 

The intrinsic value of a work of original art or 
disinterested popular art derives from the initial 
experience which it is the work’s purpose to symbolize. 
Technique is called into being as a process in the 
achievement of that purpose. It is a mistake to credit 
it with intrinsic value of its own. 

In the case of venal popular art which has, as I have 
submitted, no intrinsic value, technique is called into 
being as a process for the achievement of that contact 
with the spectator’s familiar experience which is the 
purpose of the work. Here again it is impossible to 
credit the technique with intrinsic value of its own ; 
it is here again merely part of a process and inseparable 
from it. 

The notion of the intrinsic value of technique is the 
result, I think, of the absurd notion that artistic 
technique, and particularly naturalistic technique, is 
difficult in itself. In the case of the original artist 
using representational technique to symbolize actual 
or imagined perception the technique in each work 
is, in truth, difficult. But it is none the less the easiest 


part of his procedure. The really hard parts are the 
initial experience and the mental synthesis which 
evolves the symbols. If the mind is clear enough to 
give _ precise directions the hand’s obedience is a 
relatively simple process. In the case of the artist 
who uses naturalistic technique, as I have already 
explained, the technique is a mere trick which any 
flapper can be taught in a year or two at an art school ; 
and a trick which thousands of young people learn 
every year cannot reasonably, I submit, be credited 
with intrinsic value on the score of its unusual difficulty. 

It should also be noted that most cases in our day 
of what is called precocious artistic talent are merely 
cases of facility in the naturalistic technique. Children 
normally do not employ this technique ; because the 
ordinary child’s mechanical vision is reinforced to 
perception by curiosity and various kinds of desire. 
The normal child does not set out to copy the appear- 
ance of a house at a particular point of time and space. 
It is so excited by its new knowledge that a house is a 
house with doors and windows that its perception of a 
house takes that form. The normal child does not 
set out to copy the appearance of a particular soldier or 
a particular lady in evening dress at a particular point 
of time and space ; the normal boy puts down the 
aspects of the soldier which lead him to desire to be 
a soldier and he therefore stresses the sword and the 
plumes on the helmet ; the normal girl puts down 
the aspects of the lady in evening dress that lead her 
to desire to be a grown-up lady, and she therefore 
stresses the grown-up features of the costume, and 
the details that suggest grandeur and mamma . 1 
Normally it is not till the child has acquired the habit 
of looking at pictures or photographs that it begins 
to record its purely mechanical vision ; when it does 

1 Similar examples of children’s drawings are given in Della 
Seta’s ‘ Religion and art ’. 
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this rather earlier than usual it is credited with pre- 
cocious artistic talent and the career of an artist begins 
to be discussed at the family table. As I have 
mentioned earlier the absurd notion that facility in 
this trick is evidence of the qualities that make an 
artist is encouraged by art masters who live by its 
perpetuation ; and the majority of artists are simply 
men who were encouraged to ‘ take up art ’ because 
as children they had ceased abnormally early to be 
‘ trailing clouds of glory 5 and had learned to atrophy 
their perception to vision at an abnormally early 
age. 

What I submit then in respect to the value of 
technique is : 

(1) Technique has no intrinsic value. 

(2) The acquired value of any particular technique 
is just the amount of value which the spectator may 
choose to present to it. 1 

(/) Value of genius 

In ‘ Genius and the critic ’ in Part I, I have sug- 
gested that the activity of the genius may be complex 
or simple. My view is that the genius is either a man 
who can reconcile conflicting attitudes and fuse them 
to a homogeneous whole or else a man of an unusual 
clarity of thought who can remain consistently in one 
attitude and evolve magnificent symbols of his enlarge- 
ments of experience in one chosen field. 

All works of genius have intrinsic value, because 
all such works are original art. They also always 
eventually have high acquired value because they are 

1 This obviously is again a varying value. At one time ‘ artistic ’ 
people present acquired value to one technique, at another to 
another, just as at one time they present high acquired value to 
one form of art and at another to another. 
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always eventually admired by spectators. The 
admiring spectators are generally in the first instance 
derivative popular artists who regard their work as a 
storehouse to be plundered , 1 though such artists 
generally miss the true character and purpose of 
works of genius. Eventually the world, in its study 
of the past, arrives via the imitators, to the fountain- 
head ; and the intrinsic value of the original works plus 
the acquired value of the derivative artist’s appreciation, 
is then reinforced by acquired value derived from the 
appreciation of the world. 

Moreover it must be noted that complex works of 
genius present value to several kinds of spectators and 
to spectators in different moods. When the artist is 
powerful enough to symbolize formal and descriptive, 
or formal and romantic, or religious and formal enlarge- 
ments of experience in one original work, he enables 
people to secure a double or a triple or a fourfold value 
from his work . 2 

Thus works of a genius though always the cause of 
thousands of intrinsically worthless works of derivative 
art, may themselves have the highest intrinsic value 
of their category or combine the high intrinsic values 
of several categories of art. 

Also it must be noted that the genius may produce 
work of high intrinsic value in one category and include 
in the work elements that have less intrinsic value 
because those elements are less perfect of their kind. 
Such a genius often has intelligent original followers, 
who can discriminate between the perfect aspects of 
the master’s work and its less perfect aspects. Such 

1 1 have already instanced Rubens and Delacroix as artists of 
genius whose work was plundered for a century or more. 

2 When an artist is not powerful enough, any conscious attempt 
to combine enlargements of different kinds of experience in one 
work produces hybrid works of no intrinsic value ; and the same 
thing happens when the artist is merely muddle-headed. 




intelligent followers are not tempted to imitate the 
perfect aspects of the master’s work but are impelled 
to emulate the less perfect aspects and produce work 
of their own where those aspects shall be improved 
upon. Rubens, for example, as an original descriptive 
artist, was supreme, and hundreds of intellectually 
poor derivative popular artists who followed him 
imitated his descriptions. As a formal artist Rubens 
was brilliant but not of the highest class. His intelli- 
gent original follower Jordaens developed the formal 
aspects of Rubens’ art to much more subtle elabora- 
tion, as every one knows who has studied Jordaens’ 
pictures in the Brussels Museum . 1 

What I submit then on this point is : 

(1) that the intrinsic value of the work of genius 
is always high of its class and may be multiple ; and 

(2) that its acquired value is bound eventually to 
be high also. 

(m) The question of survival 

One point more remains to be noted before I have 
had my say on the problem of relative values. 

It is commonly assumed that works of high intrinsic 
and acquired value survive and works of low value of 
both kinds disappear. This is an error. All forms 
of popular art, it is true, tend to disappear because 

1 1 refer to the pictures called ‘ The King drinks where the 
topers have obviously not interested the painter in any degree. 
These pictures are brilliant experiments in mountain-of-bricks 
Cubism ; the architectural disposal of the volumes is different in 
each case and in some it is incredibly subtle and complicated. In 
the same way Jordaens who was, I fear, not much interested in the 
religious aspect of his * Christ among the Doctors ’ in Mayence 
Museum, has given us there a picture which is as architectural in 
imagined perception as Raphael’s ‘ School of Athens ’ or as a 
purely ‘ abstract ’ Cubist composition. 
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they are often executed in perishable materials and 
because their acquired value is subject to fluctuation. 
But even when we get to works executed in relatively 
speaking permanent materials like stone or bronze or 
oil paints their survival is much more accidental than 
is commonly supposed. 

A moment’s reflection must convince us that most 
of the Egyptian and Greek works which we possess 
have survived through the accident of rediscovery. 
The most characteristic art of both countries may still 
be buried or have perished utterly ; and a moment’s 
reflection must also convince us that the contents of 
our museums have been to a great extent accidentally 
and artifically preserved. 

From the time of the Italian Renaissance rich men 
have had the habit of collecting works of art ; when 
national galleries and museums were instituted such 
rich men acquired the habit of presenting or selling 
the whole of their collections to the nation. Our own 
National Gallery began with the Angerstein collection 
and it has been continuously recruited in the same way 
since ; 1 and the British section of the Gallery received 
a hundred and fifty-seven pictures in one day when 
Robert Vernon, a horse dealer, presented his collection 
eighty years ago. 

• The taste of rich collectors is not impeccable. They 
frequently buy popular art of no intrinsic value. But 
the public finding the works presented by rich men 
displayed in the national museums is led to assume 
that all the works have survived because they are 
especially eminent as works of art. 

It is important, I think, to realize that the presence 
of a work of art in a museum cannot be taken as a 
criterion of its value both for the reason I have just 

1 1 am told that the majority of the pictures exhibited in the 
Metropolitan Museum in New York have been bequeathed or 
presented. 
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indicated and because as I mentioned earlier, trustees 
and curators who esteem it their duty to flatter the 
public by displaying popular rather than original works 
are not unknown . 1 

I have made no reference to money values because 
that, of course, is a separate inquiry in itself. But 
we must remember in this connection that there are 
in the world to-day two distinct factors which create 
the money values of works of art : the first is world 
critical appreciation and the second is the taste of 
exceedingly rich men ; and that sometimes these 
factors work together and sometimes they are dia- 
metrically opposed. We must also remember that 
the money values of works of art to-day are influenced 
by the dealers’ knowledge of the financial resources 
of exceedingly rich men ; and that for this reason both 
original works of genius of high intrinsic value, and 
popular works which have low or no intrinsic value, 
but which happen to be admired by such rich men, 
now have money values of an exaggerated kind. 

(n) Conclusion 

I have now done what I set out to do. I have 
described the character of the modern movement in 
the plastic arts, as I understand it ; I have contrasted, 
that character with the ideas of art and technique in 
the nineteenth century against which the modern 
artists have reacted ; and I have made a sketch for a 
theory of values on the assumption that the original 
artist when he believes that his work has intrinsic value 
without reference to spectators other than himself has 
grounds for that faith which alone supports him and 
‘ keeps him going ’. 

In other words I have set down what I hold the 
modern movement to be and what I hold to be its 

1 Cf. Note 2 , p. 47. 


intrinsic value. I have spared no pains to make my 
meaning clear ; and whether my views be right or 
wrong I venture to hope that they will at least be 
apprehended. 

I know well that what I have set down in each 
section is only the beginning of each story. But I 
believe it in each case to be the right beginning, and 
that is why I have set it down. 1 

0 ) Summary of values 

a. Original art 

1. Original architectural art, honestly and com- 
petently passed as right by the artist-spectator, has 
high intrinsic value as a successful symbol of a man’s 
successful effort to enlarge his experience of formal 
order ; such art if apprehended by the spectator 
performs for him a task which as a normal man with 
a normal urge towards greater comprehension and 
appreciation of formal order he desires to perform 
himself but cannot. 

2. Original romantic art, honestly and competently 
passed as right by the artist-spectator, has high intrinsic 
value as a successful symbol of a man’s successful 
effort to enlarge his experience of unusually emotive 
fragments ; such art if apprehended by the spectator 
performs for him a task which as a normal man with a 
normal urge towards greater comprehension and 
appreciation of unusually emotive fragments he desires 
to perform himself but cannot. 

3. Original descriptive art, honestly and com- 
petently passed as right by the artist-spectator, has 
high intrinsic value as a successful symbol of a man’s 
successful effort to enlarge his scientific, social his- 
torical or moral experience ; such art if apprehended 

1 I append a summary of the theory of values for those who have 
been unable to plough through Part IV. 
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by the spectator performs for him a task which, as a 
normal man with a normal urge towards greater 
comprehension and appreciation of everyday life, he 
desires to perform himself but cannot. 

4. All original art is produced without reference 
to the work’s effects on spectators other than the 
artist. 

5. In addition to its intrinsic value original art may 
have acquired value deriving from the spectator’s 
appreciation. But that acquired value is another kind 
of value ; it cannot contribute to the work’s intrinsic 
value, or detract from it ; it cannot be a criterion of 
the work’s intrinsic value. 

b. Popular art 

1. Disinterested popular art of any kind honestly 
and competently passed as right by the artist-spectator 
has a measure of intrinsic value as the fulfilment of 
the artist’s purpose. But as that purpose does not 
include any enlargement of the artist’s experience the 
intrinsic value of his work is much lower than the 
intrinsic value of the corresponding kind of original 
art. 

2. Venal popular art cannot be honestly and com- 
petently passed as right by the artist-spectator because 
the rightness or wrongness depend on the incidence 
or non-incidence of the contact with other spectator’s 
familiar experience which the artist set out to achieve. 
Venal popular art has therefore no intrinsic value. 

3. The sole value of venal popular art is acquired 
value derived from the spectator’s appreciation. 

4. That acquired value is a variable factor; the 
value of venal popular art tends for that reason to 
go up and down and sometimes totally to dis- 
appear. 

5. All derivative art is popular in kind. 
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c. The value of technique 

1. The intrinsic value of a work of original art or 
disinterested popular art derives from the initial 
experience which it is the work’s purpose to symbolize. 
Technique is called into being in the achievement of 
that purpose. It is a means to an end. It has no 
intrinsic value of its own. 

2. In venal popular art technique is called into 
being as a process in the achievement of that contact 
with other spectators’ familiar experience which is the 
purpose of the work. Here again it is a means to an 
end ; and has no intrinsic value of its own. 

3. Any particular technique may have an acquired 
value from spectators’ appreciation. That value is 
variable ; at one time one technique is given a high 
value, at another time another. But no amount of 
acquired value thus presented by spectators can give 
intrinsic value to any technique. 

4. It is a fatal error to assume that any particular 
technique is a form of art. 


d. Value of genius 

1. The work of genius is always original. It may 
be simple or complex. 

2. If complex its intrinsic value may be multiple. 

3. Such art if apprehended by the spectator may 
give him several kinds of satisfaction. 

4. The acquired value of a work of genius cannot 
add to or detract from its intrinsic value. Also it 
cannot be the criterion of that intrinsic value. 

5. The acquired value of a work of genius is variable. 
But eventually it is always very high. 

6. Muddle-headed art must not be mistaken for 
the complex work of genius. 
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e. Value of survival 

1. Some works of art survive on their intrinsic value, 
some on their acquired value, and many as the result 
of accident. 

2 . The presence of a work in a museum is no 
criterion of its intrinsic or even of its acquired value. 
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